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Current Topics. 


Lord Alverstone. 

WE REGRET to see the announcement that Lord ALVERSTONE, 
who has been seriously ill for some time, is much weaker, and his 
condition is causing considerable anxiety. 


The Increase of Rents. 
Tue Increase of Rent Bill was introduced on Thursday, but 
too late for notice by us this week. 


The New Judge. 

Tue vacancy on the Bench of the Chancery Division caused 
by the retirement of Mr. Justice Joyce has been filled by the 
appointment of Mr. Pererson, K.C., who has for several years 
been one of the leading counsel in Mr. Justice NEvILLE’s court. 
The most notable case in which hg has been engaged is, perhaps, 
Osborne vy. Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants, in which 
he was leading counsel for the defendants before NEviL.E, J., and 
in the Court of Appeal, and, with Sir Roperr Fixzay, in the 
House of Lords. He has established a reputation as a careful 
and sound advocate, and we have no doubt that he will prove 
a success as an equity judge. We demur, however, to the 
assumption in the Press that his appointment is specially appro- 
priate. The Lord Chancellor had no lack of ability to select 
from, and at least one obvious appointment has not yet been 
made. 


Judicial Office and Economy. 

Ir was natural that the question should be raised whether the 
vacancy in the Chancery Division ought to be filled, and we see 
no reason why the Government should not at least have given 
the opportunity for discussion, Under the circumstances the 
filling of the vacancy seems to have been somewhat precipitate, 
and the objections which could not be voiced in Parliament have, 
of course, been heard in the Press. We do not agree with them, 
but we quite readily admit that they are properly made. In 
various letters to the 7'imes it is stated that there has been @ 
marked decline in the business in the Chancery Division in 
recent years—a decline which is shewn by the figures in the 
annual Civil Judicial Statistics—and stress is laid on the sums 
now paid to the Lord Chancellor, to three ex-Lord Chancellors, 
and to various other high judicial persons, It is suggested that 
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judicial and other salaries furnish a proper field for economy at 
the present time. On the other hand, it is pointed out that if 
business has declined, yet the present staff of judges has pre- 
vented the accumulation of arrears, so often the weak point 
in judicial administration, and in the Chancery Division the 
system of “ linked judges” requires the equality of numbers to 
he maintained. This system has, it is understood, proved very 
effective in promoting the prompt and smooth working of the 
judicial and administrative work of the Division, and both of 
these reasons for maintaining the existing number of judges have 
creat weight. We should add that another correspondent 
adduces on the other side the fact that the Chancery Division 
courts are now practically closed on Saturdays. 


The Work of the Chancery Division. 


Tue question of Saturday sittings is hardly relevant to the 
present question. The Chancery judges satisfy their conscience 
by sitting an extra half-hour the other days of the week, 
and the dropping of Saturday is really due to influences which 
are not confined to the Law Courts. It does not follow that 
Saturday is an idle day, and it may be that the change leads to 
a better judicial observance of Sunday. But as to this we are 
only surmising. An ounce of practice is worth a ton of theory, 
and it may be mentioned that when Mr. Justice Youncer was 
taken in the summer from his judicial work to preside in the 
Repatriation Tribunal his list was not—with some few excep- 
tions—<disposed of by the remaining judges. It just stood over 
till the following term. There was no great delay, indeed, but 
delay there was, and that should, in the proper administration 
of justice, be avoided. And it must not be supposed that the 
undue prolongation of Chancery proceedings is altogether a 
matter of the past. Just before the war broke out we had 
placed at our disposal the papers in a matter which had dragged 
on for several years, chiefly in chambers, but with occasional 
appearances in court, although there was no question involved 
which could not have been speedily disposed of. The times 
have not been propitious for calling attention to defects in 
judicial administration, and we have not commented on the 
matter; though the case seems to show that, if the judges of the 
Chancery Division really have time to spare, it might usefully 
be devoted to oversight of the work in chambers. At the same 
time the delay does not seem to have been due to the masters 
matter came. It was the system which was at 
fault—that is, the failure to accelerate the various steps in the 
proceedings. Upon the question of the maintenance of the 
present number of judges the right view, we think, is that it is 
better to secure the proper working of the Division than to 
attempt the small economy involved in the saving of a judge’s 
salary. 


The United States Note. 

We concrupe this week the statement of the contents of the 
recent American Note on British policy in the maritime war. 
There is no doubt that it raises questions of great importance as 
regards the law applicable to the interference by belligerents 
with neutral shipping, and it is possible that the Note contains 
some things which we should have said to the United States had 
the positions been reversed. “ Never,’’ said Mr. Barrour in 
1904, in a speech on contraband, which we have before cited, 
“let any nation forget that those who are at peace to-day may 
be at war to-morrow, and that those who are at war to-day may 
be at peace to-morrow.” We are still unwilling to say any- 
thing definite about the arguments of the Note. We hope to 
consider them next week. But on the question of continuous 
voyages—and this is perhaps the chief question raised by the 
war—it certainly seems that the United States now repenta of 
the extension given to this doctrine in the case of The 
Springbok (72 U. S. Rep. 1), and wishes to revert to the former 
law; while Great Britain sees in the decision of the Supreme 
Court in that case the justification for the procedure which, as 
in the case of The Kim (ante, p. 9), seeks to out off supplies from 
Wermany. Those who are interested in The Springbok will find 
much useful information about it in the matter collected by Dr. 
Bary under the title of “Prize Law and Continuous Voyage ” 
(Stevens & Haynes, 4s, 6d.). Another point of great import- 
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ance is the American contention that the only evidence whi¢ 
will justify the seizure of a ship is that furnished by the ship 
itself and its officers and crew, a principle, it is stated, whid 
is violated by our Prize Rules of 1914. Extraneous evidence j 
admissible on behalf of the owners to expla‘n a prima fark 
case for condemnation raised by the initial evidence, but ne 
otherwise. And for this there seems to be great authority. Bu 
here again the United States is met by The Springbok, when 
extraneous evidence was admitted, and that case must somehoy 
be explained away. It is axiomatic that in time of war bell. 
gerents attempt to strain their rights, while neutrals are cm 
cerned to keep interference with their trade within the bound 
recognized by international law. We do not say that Gres 
Britain is straining her rights now. That is just the point # 
issue. But this interchange of Notes is likely to be very effe- 
tive in establishing the law for the future. 


Alien Enemies and the Courts. 


Tue Question of the Continental Tyre Co.’s case (if 
Sonicrrors’ JournaL, 232; 1915, 1 K. B. 893) has been raisd 
this week in Parliament, it being suggested either that it shoul 
be tested by an appeal to the House of Lords, or that legislatia 
should be introduced to reverse it. The point decided, it will 
remembered, was that an English company can sue during tk 
war, notwithstanding that many or even all of its shareholdes 
are alien enemies. We advocated at the beginning of the wr 
the adoption in this country of the German rule, by which tl 
courts of a country remain open to alien enemies. We thinki 
a sound rule, partly because it is better for disputes with alia 
enemies to be decided at once, and not held over for decis' on until 
after the war; and partly as a recognition that the war is ™ 
against civilians, but only against the armed forces of the enem 
States. Unfortunately, the course of this war has not tended 
impartial views of the relations between belligerents, and of 
courts have not seen their way to depart from the old comme 
law rule that an alien enemy cannot sue in our courts. But thi 
is the only point on which they have made a firm stand. The 
have upset the common law so far as to enable an alien enefi 
to be sued, and they have allowed the doctrine of the separai 
entity of a company to be invoked, as in the Continental 7; 
Co.’s case, to enable enemy shareholders to sue in the pu 
of the company. This has not commended itself to some gret 
lawyers here, notably Lord Liypizy and Lord Wrensvury; bil 
with the exception of the latter (then Buck.ey, L.J.), it carr 
the assent of the full Court of Appeal. A similar policy wi 
regard to alien enemies—that is, as to those who are resides 
here—has been followed in the Chancery Division, though m 
perhaps, in the King’s Bench Division. An appeal to the H 
of Lords in the Continental Tyre Co.’s case would be a 
edged and doubtful weapon. The tribunal which decide 
Salomon’s case (1897, A. C. 22), and thereby established f 
separate entity of the company for all purposes, would vel 
probably affirm the decision of the Court of Appeal. And we 
glad to note that the Attorney-General does not consider thi 
the case can be successfully dealt with by legislation. He pois 
out, as we have done, that the necessary steps for controllia 
enemy business enterprises can be taken under the Trading wit 
the Enemy Acts. Captain Prerrman, the Parliamentary Secreta 
to the Board of Trade, stated that, so far as they knew at t 
Boarl of Trade, the action of Germany in regard to compan 
partly owned by Germans and partly owned by British was exa 
the same as in this country. A statement of the German lawé 
this point was given by Messrs. Husertcn and Krvo in t 
columns a year ago (59 Soricrrors’ Journat, 23). It must noth 
forgotten that business and other relations between this count 
and Germany are only suspended, and that confiscation of enetll 
property on land is a matter of a somewhat remote past. M 
over, interference with enemy-controlled undertakings in th 
country frequently means loss to British employees. Undoubted 
the war has developed great bitterness on both sides—Briti 
and German—but so far as the administration of the law 
coneerned, the less notice that is taken of this bitterness @ 
better. All that is really required is done when money is! 
allowed fo be sent from this country to enemy subjects, ex 
by special permission of the Foreign Office. — 
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The Status of a Common Carrier. 


ComMMON CARRIERS, like innkeepers, exercise a public employ- 
ment, and, therefore, have specially onerous obligations cast 
upon them by law ; they must exercise their employment when 
required to do so by a member of the public, and they warrant 
the safety of goods entrusted to them (Nugent v. Smith, 1 
¢. P. D. 433). It is so much easier to shew that your goods 
have been lost, than to prove negligence on the part of the 
bailee, that there is a natural temptation to assert that anyone 
who contracts to carry them is a common carrier, with all the 
obligations of such. But it is now well settled that this is not 
so; a common carrier, liable as such, means either (1).a person 
who holds himself out to carry the goods of all members of the 
public if they resort to him, or (2) a person who expressly 
agrees to undertake the special liabilities of such a public 
carrier (Electric Supply Stores v. Gaywood, 100 L. T. 855). 
Such an express agreement on the part of a private carrier may 
be inferred from the fact that the latter promises to carry for 
anyone at a fixed rate (Liver Alkali Co. v. Johnson, L. R. 
9 Ex. 339). But, in the absence of some stipulation of this 
kind, an ordinary private carrier is not fixed with the lia- 
bilities of a public carrier. Therefore, a furniture remover, 
who undertakes to remove household goods after seeing them 
and submitting an estimate, is not a “‘ public carrier,’’ and 
does not warrant that he will carry the goods safely, and so a 
Divisional Court has just decided in Watkins v. Cottell (Times, 
6th inst.). Such an undertaker engages in transportation, as 
Rowtatt, J., put it, not as a regular business, but merely as a 
casual occupation pro hac vice. A man who does not ply 
regularly for hire, he added, but who merely lets out his 
vehicle for a particular job to go to any destination ordered by 
the hirer, is not a public carrier. The words in italics, rather 
than the reference to casual occupation, indicate, it 
would seem, the correct ratio decidendi of the case; for a man 
who carries on business as a furniture remover does not do so 
as a casual occupation. A public carrier professes to carry 
along certain routes specified by him the goods of all persons 
who offer them. A private carrier lets out his services to one 
particular person to carry the latter’s goods on some journey 
specified by the hirer. : 


Payment into Court with Denial of Liability. 


AN INTERESTING point with regard to payment into court with 
a denial of liability has been decided by a Divisional Court in 
J. R. Munday (Limited) v. London County Council (Times, 24th 
inst.). Both under the High Court Rules (R.S.C., ord. 22, rr. 1, 6) 
and the County Court Rules (ord. 9, rr. 12 et seg.) this can be 
done, and the plaintiff can either take the money out in satisfac- 
tion of his claim or treat it as insufficient and proceed to trial, 
in which case he will probably have to pay costs subsequent to 
payment in if he recovers less than the amount paid in. In the 
case in question the action was in the Lambeth County Court for 
damage caused by the negligence of the London County Council’s 
servants in the driving of a tramway car, and the County Council 
paid £40 into court with a notice that they admitted that the 
accident had occurred through the negligence of their driver, but 
that they denied the alleged damage. Was this a sufficient denial 
of habihty within the rules? Judge Parry held that it was not, 
but the Divisional Court have taken a different view. If the action 
had been one in which damages could have been recovered 
without proof of actual damage, the result would apparently 
have been different. Such are actions for infringement of per- 
nal rights and rights of property. These give an immediate 
night of action, the law imputing general damage, and special 
damage need not be proved. Hence in such cases the Statute 
of Limitations runs from the trespass or other act complained of, 
and is barred in six years (Clegg v. Deardon, 12 Q. B. 576), 
unless the act is continuing. But in an action for negligence 
(not arising in the execution of a contract) the damage forms part 
of the cause of action, and the statute runs from the damage: 
se Whitehouse v. Fellowes (10 C. B. N. 8. 765). In such an 
action the plaintiff has indeed to prove two points, the negligence 
and the damage. It follows that payment into court with a 





notice admitting the negligence, but denying the damage, is in 
effect a notice denying liability. The Divisignal Court took this 
view, and therefore the notice in the present case was a good 
notice under the County Court Rules. Hence, since the £40 paid 
in had been held by the county court judge to be sufficient, the 
defendants were entitled to judgment with costs from the date of 
payment in. 








The Capacity of Foreign Corpora- 
tions to Own Property in 
England. 

If. 


In the preceding number of this journal it was shewn that, to 
enable a foreign corporation to hold land in this country, it 
must first be proved that, by the law of the country of its 
constitution, the corporation in question is endowed with the 
capacity of owning land; and, secondly, it must then be 
ascertained what restrictions are imposed by the law of Eng- 
land on the holding of land (a) by corporations or similar 
artificial persons, and (4) by alien persons, natural or 
artificial. 

As to (a), the principal restriction is, of course, that im- 
posed by the statute prohibiting land to be assured to or for the 
benefit of, or to be acquired by or on behalf of any corporation 
in mortmain, otherwise than under the authority of a licence 
from the Crown or a statute, on pain of forfeiture to the 
Crown or other lord of the fee as therein provided (Mortmain 
and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, 51 & 52 Vict. c. 42, s. 1). 
There is no doubt that a foreign corporation cannot hold land 
in England in contravention of this Act (see Dicey, Conflict 
of Laws, 469, 470, 2nd ed.). A preliminary question, how- 
ever, arises: Is a foreign corporation such a juristic person as 
the English law will recognise as being capable of purchasing 
(in the legal sense of the term) land in England? This re- 
mains to be decided. No doubt the principle to be deduced 
from the decisions cited in the previous article seems to be 
that a foreign corporation will be recognized by English law 
as a duly constituted foreign juristic person, enjoying as such 
the same capacity of ownership of property in England as it 
has, under the law of the country of its origin, of owning 
property there. But it does not necessarily follow that, 
because the Courts have admitted this principle with regard 
to moveable goods, they will extend it to the ownership of 
English land. The ownership of land in England (whether 
freehold or leasehold) is a matter,to be determined exclusively 
by the rules of English law, and it is not to be determined by 
the law of the country of the owner’s domicile, to which in 
some circumstances the ownership of moveable goods in 
England may be subject, see Doe d. Birtwhistle v. Vardill, 
5 B. & C. 438, 2 Cl. & Fin. 271; Birtwhigtle v. Vardill, 7 
Cl. & Fin. 895; Duncan v. Lawson, 41 Ch. D. 394; 1 Wms. 
V. & P. 159, note (c), 2nd ed.). And it may be argued that, 
according to English law, the only persons capable of purchas- 
ing land in England are (a) natural persons, and (4) cor- 
porations created or existing under English law (see Co. Litt. 
2a, 250a). <A subsidiary question is, whether a foreign cor- 
poration is such a juristic person or corporation as can lawfully 
be licensed by the Crown under section 2 of the Mortmain and 
Charitable Uses Act, 1888, to acquire and hold land in mort- 
main. This seems to depend upon the same considerations ; 
but possibly a foreign corporation, to which a licence to hold 
land in mortmain had been granted by the Crown, might pray 
in aid the doctrine applied in Willingale v. Maitland (L. BR. 
3 Eq. 103, 109), that it was by such grant impliedly con- 
stituted a corporation in England. 

Supposing, however, as appears probable, that the Courts 
should consider foreign corporations, which are capable of 
owning land in the country of their origin, as juristic persons 
capable of owning land in England, it would appear that land 
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in England can only be lawfully assured to or acquired by 
them, either at law or in equity, under the authority of a 
licence from the Crown or of some statute. It was noted in 
the previous article that such statutory authority to hold lands 
in the United Kingdom is given by the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908, s. 275, to companies incorporated in a British 
possession (here meaning any part of the King’s dominions, 
exclusive of the United Kingdom; Interpretation Act, 1889, 
s. 18 (2)), which have filed with the Registrar of Companies 
the documents and particulars therein specified. It is pre- 
sumed that such companies are in any case endowed by force 
of that Act with the juristic personality necessary to enable 
them to purchase land. With the exception of these com- 
panies, foreign corporations purporting to purchase (in the 
legal sense) land in England, and their grantors, are liable 
to incur the forfeiture specified in the Mortmain Act of 1888. 
This is clearly the case with respect to any land assured to or 
for the benefit of a foreign corporation for any freehold estate. 
But a question arises with respect to a lease for a short term 
of years. 

It appears that the old Statute of Mortmain (7 Ed. 1, 
st. 2) did not prevent a corporation from holding land under 
an occupation lease for a short term of years, such as seven, 
fourteen or twenty-one years; the mischief aimed at by that 
Act being the alienation of land into mortmain, so that the 
lords of the fees should be deprived of their profits there- 
‘from (see Stat. 18 Ed. 1, cc. 1, 3), and this mischief not 
being incurred in the case of leases for short terms (see Y. B. 
t Hen. VI., f. 11, pl. 1; 3 Edw. IV., ff. 13, 14; Vin. Abr. 
Mortmain (B. 20-22); Jesus College v. Gibbs, 1 Y. & C. 145, 
145, 147, 148; v. Dean of St. Paul’s, 18 L. J. Q. B. 97, 
103; Shelford on Mortmain, 9; Tudor, Charities, 4th 
ed., 4, 29). But the language of the Mortmain Act of 1888, 
which is intituled an Act to consolidate and amend the law 
of Mortmain, is different from that of the old Statute of Mort- 
main; and the term assurance as used in the present Act 


Vige rs 


includes a lease, and assure has a corresponding meaning, and 
the term /and includes tenements and hereditaments, corporeal 
or incorporeal of any tenure (section 10, as amended by section 


3 of the Mortmain, &c., Act, 1891). The express words of the 
Act of 1888, if read without reference to the authorities upon 
the construction of the old statute, certainly appear to pro- 
hibit the granting to any corporation, not authorized to hold 
land by licence or statute, of a lease for years, whatever be 
the length of the term. This view is suggested in the Laws of 
England (Vol. 8, tit. Corporations, 815, par. 367, note (g)). 
On the other hand, it may be argued that, this Act being 
mainly a consolidating Act, the cases decided under the enact- 
ments which it consolidated are authorities for its construc- 
tion (see cases cited in Wms. V.& P., 2nd ed. 454, n. (/), 943, n. 
(m); and that this construction (excluding short leases from 
its operation) has been judicially adopted (see per Wits, 
J., in Truro Rowe, 1901, 2 K. B. 870, 
875, affirmed 1902, 2 K. B. 709, 714, in which case, however, 
the difference in language between the old and the new Mort- 
main Acts was not adverted to. Besides this, the corporation 
was authorized by its charters to hold lands in fee, and also 
goods and chattels, which the Court of Appeal considered a 
sufficient authority to enable it to take the lease.) It also 
appeared in evidence, and was noticed in the arguments and 
judgments in the case of La Bourgoyne (1899, P. 1, 3, 5, 10, 
11, 13, 17; A. C. 431), that the foreign corporation there 
sued was the actual lessee of an office in the city of London; 
but no suggestion was made that the lease might have been 
invalid or subject to forfeiture. It submitted that the 
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difference in language between the old and the new Statute 


of Mortmain is not sufficient to establish that section 1 of the 
Act of 1888 is an amending rather than a consolidating enact- 
ment, and so to exclude the consideration of the cases decided 
under the old statute as a guide to the construction of the 
present Act. 

In any case, however, it does not appear that the Mortmain 
Act of 1888 makes void a lease or any other assurance of land 


| to a corporation, whether foreign or not, which is not licensed 
| to hold land. The penalty imposed by the Act is forfeitur 
to the Crown or the mesne lord as therein provided; anj 
until the right of entry so given is exercised, the legal estate 
in the land assured appears to vest in the corporation, pro. 
vided, in the case of a foreign corporation, that it can be r 

nized in law as a juristic person capable of purchasing land 
in England (see Co. Litt. 26, 345b; Tudor on Charities, 428), 

It remains to consider what restrictions, if any, are placed 
by law on the acquisition or holding cf English land by alien 
artificial persons. Alien natural persons are now empowered 
by statute to take, hold. and dispose of real and personal pro. 
perty of every description, in the same manner in all respects 
as a natural-born British subject may (British Nationality and 
Status of Aliens Act, 1914, 4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 17, replae. 
ing the Naturalization Act, 1870, 33 Vict. c. 14, s. 2). Itis, 
however, a question whether this Act of 1914 extends t 
confer the like rights in respect of land on foreign corpora- 
tions. The Act defines alien as a person who is not a British 
subject (section 27). And by the Interpretation Act, 1889, 
s. 19, the expression person in the Act will, unless the con- 
trary intention appears, include any body of persons corporate 
or unincorporate. But the intention appearing in the Aq 
seems to be to deal with the rights of natural persons only, 
such persons as might be born within or without the King’ 
dominions and allegiance, and as might, if born without, 
become naturalized British subjects. The Act of 1870 appean 
to have had the same intention; it contained w 
similar clause of definition; and the Act of 19) 
is mainly a consolidating Act. It does not appear that eithe 
of these Acts was intended to affect the status or extend tle 
legal capacity or rights of foreign corporations. If this view 
be correct, it would eppear that a foreign corporation can have 
no greater right to hold land in England than an alien had 
common law. And in that case the conveyance of land in 
England to or in trust for a foreign corporation would be 
cause of forfeiture of the land, or the cestui que trust’ 
estate therein, to the Crown, except in the case of a hous 
occupied under a lease for years by a foreign mercantile cor 
poration constituted by the law of a friendly State (see Co. 
Litt. 2b; Barrow v. Wadkin, 24 Beav. 1; Sharp v. St 
Sauveur, L. R. 7 Ch. 343). 

With regard to the question discussed above, whether 1 
lease of land for a short term to a foreign corporation contr 
venes the Mortmain Act of 1888, it appears that those, whe 
let offices in this country for terms of years to or for the 
| benefit of foreign corporations not licensed to hold land, 
incur some risk. For if it should be held that i 
such cases the lease is prohibited by and the land 
forfeited underthe Act, it would not be the lessor wh 
would have the right to re-enter, but it would be the lort, 
whether Crown or mesne lord, of whom the lessor held his fee 
and it appears that the estate, to be so forfeited, would be, ne 
the term created by the lease, but the lessor’s estate in fet 
simple. This was expressly so provided in the old Statute @ 
Mortmain (Stat. 7 Ed. 1, st. 2; Shelford on Mortmain, 7), 
and it appears that in this respect the present Act ought tot 
construed by reference to the statute, which it superseded (st 
R. v. Abrahams, 1904, 2 K. B. 859; 1 Wms. V. & P. 454, 
| 2nd ed.). It is submitted, however, that the consideration, 
that a penalty of perpetual forfeiture would be imposed fe 
making an assurance which does not cause the mischief intendet 
to be prevented by the Act, furnishes an additional reason wht 
the Courts should follow the ruling of Wiius, J. (wdi sup.) 
and hold that, with regard to leases for short terms, t¥ 
same construction should be placed upon the Act of 1888 # 
was applied to the old Statute of Mortmain. 

It should be noted with regard to the power mentioned ® 
the previous article of the capacity of a foreign corporatis 
to hold shares in an English company, that (besides th 
authority there cited) this capacity was judicially recogni 
in the late important cases of Continental Tyre and Rubbt 


| Co. (Great Britain) v. Daimler Co. (Limited) (1915, 1 K.3 
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893, 902; 59 Soxicrrors’ JournaL 232) and Robson v. 
Premier Oil and Pipe Line Co. (Limited) (1915, 2 Ch. 124, 
130, 134; 59 Soxicrrors’ Journa 475), in each of which the 
principal alien shareholder concerned was a company incor- 
porated in Germany. 

T. Cyprian WILLIAMS. 








American War Documents. 
(Continued from page 72.) 

The American Protest against British Policy (continued) :— 

(3) Prize Court Jurisdiction and Practice——Objection is also 
raised to the British contention that where “American citizens 
or American interests are directly and adversely affected by the 
British policies of contraband and non-intercourse, resulting in 
interference with ships and cargoes, they should seek redress in 
the Prize Courts which the British Government have established, 
and that, pending the exhaustion of such legal remedies with the 
result of a denial of justice, the British Government ‘ cannot con- 
tinue to deal through the diplomatic channels with the individual 
cases’”’ ; a contention which is said by Great Britain to be sup- 
ported by the British and American practice of allowing their Prize 
Court decisions, when shewn to be unjust or inadequate, to be re- 
viewed by an international tribunal, as was done under the Treaties 
of 1794 and 1871. But the cases with which the American Note 
is concerned are, it is pointed out, essentially different from cases 
arising wholly within British jurisdiction. ‘They result from 
acts committed by the British naval authorities upon the high 
seas, where the jurisdiction over neutral vessels is acquired solely 
by international law.’’ And these acts consist in the seizure of 
neutral vessels without the prima facie evidence of carriage of con- 
traband or destination to blockaded ports which is required by in- 
ternational law to make the seizure legal. The justification is 
found by Great Britain in the British Orders in Council and 
Government Regulations, although both Orders and Regulations 
are complained of by America as being contrary to international 
law. British Prize Courts, however, have, it is said, disabled 
themselves from adjudicating upon these cases by their doctrine 
that they are bound by the Orders in Council and Regulations (see 
The Zamora, 59 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 614). “Tt is manifest, 
therefore, that if Prize Courts are bound by the laws and regula- 
tions under which seizures and detentions are made, and which 
claimants allege are in contravention of the law of nations, those 
Courts‘are powerless to pass on the real ground of complaint or to 
give redress for wrongs of this nature. Nevertheless. it is seriously 
suggested that claimants are free to request the Prize Court to 
rule upon a claim of conflict between an Order in Council and a 
rule of international law.’’ A Prize Court thus fettered by muni- 
cipal law has lost the freedom necessary for applying the rules of 
international law. And it is alleged that if Great Britain ever 
followed the course of first referring claimants to local remedies in 
cases arising out of American wars, this must have been because 
she knew that the United States had not sought to limit the juris- 
diction of its Prize Courts “by instructions and regulations viola- 
tive of the law and practice of nations, or open to such objection.” 

Referring to a statement in the British Note of 10th February 
that, in the American Civil War, the British Government relied on 
the American Prize Courts to grant redress in cases of wrongful 
capture, and put forward no claim until the opportunity for 
redress in those Courts had been exhausted, the United States 
Note recalls that during the progress of that war Great Britain 
in several instances demanded, through diplomatic channels, 
damages for seizures and detentions of British ships alleged to 
have been made without legal justification. Among these may be 
mentioned the cases of The Magicienne, The Don Jose, The Labuan, 
and The Saxon. Two of these cases were, at the time the demands 
were made, before American Prize Courts for adjudication. It is 
understood also that during the Boer War, when British authori- 
ties seided the German vessels, The Hertzug, The General, and The 
Bundesrath, and released them without prize proceedings, com- 
pensation for damages suffered was arranged through diplomatic 
channels.”’ 

And apart from the municipal restrictions upon British Prize 
Courts, it is objected that they afford no means of reparation for 
the disastrous effect of the methods of the Allied Governments 
“upon the general right of the United States to enjoy its inter- 
national trade free from unusual and arbitrary limitations imposed 
by belligerent nations. Unwarranted delay and expense in bring- 
ing vessels into port for search and investigation upon mere sus- 
picion has a deterrent effect upon trade ventures, however lawful 
they may be, which cannot be adequately measured in damages. 





The menace of interference with legal commerce causes vessels 


to be withdrawn from their usual trade routes and insurance on 
vessels and cargoes to be refused, while exporters for the same 
reason are unable or unwilling to send their goods to foreign 
markets, and importers dare not buy commodities abroad because 
of fear of their illegal seizure or because they are unable to procure 
transportation.’’ For specific injuries suffered by private interests 
Prize Courts, if they are free to apply the law of nations, might 
furnish an adequate remedy, but they have no remedy “for the 
injury to the trade of a nation by the menace of unwarranted inter- 
ference with its lawful and established pursuit.” 

It is further contended that the jurisdiction over merchant 
vessels on the high seas is that of the nation whose flag it rightfully 
flies, and there can be no interference with such vessels except 
on the principles of international law. Municipal laws alone are 
no justification for such interference. ‘Municipal laws and 
regulations in violation of the international rights of another 
nation cannot be extended to the vessels of the latter on 
the high seas so as to justify a belligerent nation bringing 
them into its ports, and, having illegally brought them within its 
territorial jurisdiction, compelling them to submit to the domestic 
laws and regulations of that nation.” And dispositions of property 
made under such procedure are invalid. 

On this head the Note concludes as follows :— 


“The Government of the United States has, therefore, 
viewed with surprise and concern the attempt of His Majesty's 
Government to confer upon the British Prize Courts juris- 
diction by this allegal exercise of force, in order that these 
Courts may apply to vessels and cargoes of neutral nation- 
alities, seized on the high seas, municipal laws and orders 
which can only rightfully be enforceable within the terri- 
torial waters of Great Britain, or against vessels of British 
nationality when on the high seas.” 


And under the circumstances the Note rejects the British con- 
tention that American citizens should seek redress before British 
Prize Courts instead of presenting their claims directly to the 
British Government through diplomatic channels. 

Exception is also taken to the alleged British practice of refusing 
to release vessels seized and brought in for examination except on 
condition of paying all harbour and other dues incurred, and of 
waiving any right to make subsequent claim against the British 
Government for these exactions; and a reservation is made of 
objections to the British contraband lists. 

The Note, which is signed by Dr. Pace, the United States Am- 
bassador here, summarizes the objections to British procedure as 
follows :— 

“T believe it has been conclusively shewn that the methods 
sought to be employed by Great Britain to obtain and use 
evidence of enemy destination of cargoes bound for neutral 
ports and to impose a contraband character upon such cargoes 
are without justification ; that the blockade, upon which such 
methods are partly founded, is ineffective, illegal, and inde- 
fensible ; that the judicial procedure offered as a means of 
reparation for an international injury is inherently defective 
for the purpose ; and that in many cases jurisdiction is asserted 
in violation of the law of nations. The United States, there- 
fore, cannot submit to the curtailment of its neutral rights 
by these measures, which are admittedly retaliatory, and 
therefore illegal, in conception and in nature, and intended to 
punish the enemies of Great Britain for alleged illegalities 
on their part. The United States might not be in a position 
to object to them if its interests and the interests of all neutrals 
were unaffected by them, but, being affected, it cannot with 
complacence suffer further subordirration of its rights and 
interests to the plea that the exceptional geographical position 
of the enemies of Great Britain requires or justifies oppressive 
and illegal practices.’’ 

And it concludes :— 

“Tt is of the highest importance to neutrals not only of the 
present day, but of the future, that the principles of inter- 
national right be maintained unimpaired. This task of cham- 
pioning the integrity of neutral rights, which have received 
the sanction of the civilized world against the lawless conduct 
of belligerents arising out of the bitterness of the great conflict 
which is now wasting the countries of Europe, the United 
States unhesitatingly assumes, and to the accomplishment of 
that task it will devote its energies, exercising always that 

artiality which from the outbreak of the war it has sought 
the warring nations.” 

ote, the first containing the 
ates Navy commanding 
squadrons and cruisers relative to the right of search we 
Givil War. The second contains a lengthy statement regarding 


vessels detained by British authorities. 
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There are two Appendices to the N 
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Reviews. 


Alien Enemies. 


Wak AND ALIEN Enemies: Toe Law AFFECTING THEIR PERSONAL 
AND Trapinc RIGHtTs, AND HEREIN OF CONTRABAND OF WAR 
AND THE Caprure or Prizes aT Sea. By Artuur Pace, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Seconp Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
6s. 6d. net. 

The law affecting alien enemies has not, perhaps, undergone much 
substantial change during the year since Mr. Page’s useful volume 
was first published. Both as regards alien enemies on land, and 
ships and goods at sea, current decisions have been very largely 
founded on the precedents of the past. But although the law may 
not be new, it has received fresh statement, and in addition to 
judicial decisions, there are recent statutes and regulations to 
which it is necessary to pay attention in questions affecting the 
status of alien enemies. These latter will be found in the Appen- 
dices, which include the Aliens Kestriction Acts, 1914, and the 
Aliens Restriction (Consolidation) Order, 1914, the Defence of the 
Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, the Trading with the Enemy 
Acts, 1914 and 1915, and the Legal Proceedings against Enemies Act, 
1915. There is alsoan Appendix containing therelevant matter relating 
to Prize Law—the Order in Council of 11th March, 1915, establishing 
the “blockade ” of Germany, and certain parts of the Declaration 
of London ; though for the Orders in Council adopting and modi- 
fying that Declaration, reference must be made to the text (pp. 65 
et sey.), and also for the lists of contraband ; but the lists given in 
the text are now replaced by those of the Proclamation of 14th 
October last (ante, p. 12), The Declaration of Paris is given at p. 58, 
and it is — out, referring to The Marie Glaeser (1914, P., p. 
232), that this could not now be repudiated by Great Britain without 
“ bitter resentment by the family of nations.” The chapter on the 
** Deportation of Alien Enemies” contains a useful discussion of the 
nature of the “domicile” which, for- purposes of war, determines 
national status. ‘This new edition is very opportune at the present 
time. 


Books of the Week. 


Diary.—Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers for 1916. Edited 
by Francis A. Stringer aud Philip Clark, of the Central Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Manchester : 
Meredith, Ray and Littler, 3s. 6d. net. 


Correspondence. 


Testamentary Limitations in Favour of Children. 
([T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—The letter from “ Stevenage” of the 9th inst. opens a rather 
wider question than he actually states, and one is uncertain of the 
best method of approaching the matter. May I suggest a review of 
the situation by means of the following inquiries :— 


‘ 


1. Is there any “ mischief ” to remedy ? 

2. If so, what is it? , 

3. Does the suggested form provide a “ remedy ” ! 

4. Can any “common” form provide it? 

The answers which occur to me are :— 

1. A practitioner hus no right to adopt the “ usual” or any other 
form, without first representing its consequences to the testator, 
and if the latter wishes those consequences to ensue, then there is no 
“mischief” to remedy. On the other hand, if “Stevenage” is 
addressing himself to testators, there is some—though I think not 
much— force in his preliminary remarks. 

2. The trouble seems to be limited to the difference between the 
rules of inheritance in the cases of husband and wife dying under 
age, and to arise under wills where the testator wishes to make 
absolute bequests of, and not to“ settle,” the shares in his residuary 
estale. ; 

3. The two clauses in the form given by “Stevenage "are rather con- 
tradictory, and he does not seem to have made up his mind, at all 
events as regards a daughter’s share, whether her children are to be 
substituted, or whether the provision against lapse is to prevail. E.g 
suppose a daughter marries at 18 and dies a year afterwards, in 
the testator’s lifetime, leaving a child who survives him; does such 
child take a presumptive interest under the first part of “Stevenage’s ” 
clause, or is the daughter’s husband let in under the second part 
thereof? In the latter case, “Stevenage” fails to seovidie a 
“ remedy ” for the very “ mischief” of which he complains. 

Apart from this, “second marriage ” should be “ marriage again” ; 





| the words “the issue” do not indicate whose issue ; and the phrase 


In brackets at the end of the clause is a curious attempt to suggest 
that a person may have a vested interest in a disposition that has not, 
and may never, come into operation. 

4. I find in practice that testators view the marriages of infants 
with disfavour, and in any case it is clear that choice must be 
made between substituting grandchildren, and allowing a deceased 
infant child’s share to pass under such child’s intestacy. The former 
course is probably preferable, especially in case of a deceased 
daughter, because on the one hand the son-in-law is prevented from 
“sweeping the deck,” and on the other hand he will generally obtain 
some indirect benefit under section 43 of the Conveyancing Act 
during the time his children are minors and at his charge. 

Under the above circumstances, the only points gained by making 
shares vest on the marriages of infant children seem to be to enable 
them to make contracts under the Infant Settlements Act, or, in 
the case of sons, to give their widows an interest under the Statutes 
of Distribution. These are “two-edged” advantages, and I think 
the average testator will prefer the usual clause providing for 
children at twenty-one and substituting grandchildren per sturpes ; 
then, if the children attain vested interests, they can make wills and 
provide fairly for their spouses and issue, whilst if they die before 
attaining vested interests, the money is at any rate “ kept in the 
family.” Of course, if there are no grandchildren, the widow or 
widower of a deceased son or daughter will get nothing, even 
indirectly. 1 do not know, however, that they are objects for com- 
miseration, tor, if a man can afford to marry, he can afford to keep 
himself, whislt a girl who marries a youth of nineteen must expect 
all she doesn't cet ! Harotp A. CRAWFORD. 

Leeds, Nov. 15 

[We are obliged to hold over a letter on recent decisions as to 
“ Accidents Arising ‘out of’ Employment.”] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


THE PETER BENOIT. 19th and 2ist October; 22nd November. 
Sure—Coitiston—Division or Loss—Manitime Conventions Act, 1911 
(1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 57), s. 1 (1). 

At the trial of an action of damages by collision the judge found that 
both vessels were to blame, but that one was much more to blame than 
the other, and under section 1 (1) of the Maritime Conventions Act, 1911, 
he apportioned the liability at four-fifths and one-fifth. The Court o} 
Appeal, being of opinion that there was no evidence on which the blame 
could be with any certainty apportioned, directed that the liability 
should be apportioned equally. 

Held, after consideration, that the decision of the Court of Appeal 
was right. 

Appeal by the defendants, the owners of the steamship Peter Benoit, 
from an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 84 L. J. (P) 87, 31 
T. L. R. 227), which order varied a judgment of Bargrave Deane, J. 
The respondents, the plaintiffs in the action, were the owners of The 
Aurrera, and the collision, the subject of the suit, occurred a little 
before 6 p.m. on 18th October, 1913. Section 1 (1) of the Maritime Con- 
ventions Act, 1911, provides that ‘‘ where, by the fault of two or more 
vessels, damage or loss igs caused to one or more of those vessels, to 
their cargoes or freight, or to any property on board, the liability to 
make good the damage or loss shall be in proportion to the degree in 
which each vessel was in fault : Provided that (a) if, having regard to 
all the circumstances of the case, it is not possible to establish different 
degree of fault, the liability shall be apportioned equally. = goog 
The Court of Appeal (Buckley, Pickford, and Bankes, L.JJ.) were 
of opinion that the default to the degree of which the liability was to 
be apportioned must be read as meaning fault causing or contributing 
to the collision, and that in this case there wag no evidence that such 
fault was attributable to one vessel more than the other. Accordingly 
they held that each vessel was equally to bear the loss occasioned by the 
collision. [The Court also expressed their opinion on other points not 
material for this report.] The owners of The Peter Benoit appealed. 

Tue Hovse, which heard the appeal with the assistance of two 
Nautical Assessors, reserved judgment. 

Lord ATKINSON, in giving judgment, said he concurred with the Court 
of Appeal in thinking that where, ag in this case, the evidence did not 
establish that a clear preponderance of culpability rested upon one ship 
the division of damages should be half-and-half. There was not any 
such preponderance proved in this case. Both vessels were to blame; 
and in his view the evidence left it very uncertain which was most to 
blame. He was therefore of opinion that the judgment appealed from 
was right, and should be affirmed and the appeal dismissed with costs. 

Lord Parker and Lord Sumner gave judgment to the like effect. 
Order accordingly.—Counset, for the appellants, Aspinall, K.C., and 
Stephens; for the respondents, Bateson, K.C., and Dumas. Sotict- 
tors, Holman, Birdwood, & Co.; W. A. Crump & Son. 

[Reported by Ensxrvz Rei, Barrister-at-Law.1 
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Court of Appeal. 


HART v. CORY BROTHERS (LIM.). 


WorkMEN'’s CompensaTion—‘‘ Incapactry Due tro Insury ’’—WorRKMAN 
Loses Sicnt Or One Eye—Recovery anp Suspensory Awarp— 
INFLAMMATION IN OTHER Eye UNCONNECTED wiTH AcCIDENT—REVIEW 
—WorkMEN’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Scuepute I. 
(1) (B) (16). 

A miner lost the sight of one eye by accident. Compensation was 
paid for a time, but he was ultimately able to return to work under- 
ground and earn full wages. A suspensory award was made in his 
favour. Two years later he lied for a review and increase of 
weekly payment on the ground that he was suffering from inflamma- 
tion of the uninjured eye, and could not work underground. The 
county court judge found, on the medical evidence, that the inflamma- 
tion had no connection with the accident, and therefore that the work- 
man was not suffering from incapacity due to the injury. 

Held, that he had not misdirected himself, the only object of keeping 
the award open being in the event of trouble, due to the original acci- 
dent, supervening in the other eye. 

Hargreave v. Haughhead Coal Co. (Limited) (1912 A. C. 319) applied. 

Appeal by the workman from an award of the county court judge at 
Neath. The applicant was a collier, and in January, 1912, met with 
an accident by which he practically lost the sight of his left eye. Com 
pensation at £1 a week was ~~ until May, 1912, when he was able to 
resume work at full wages—higher, in fact, than before the accident. 
From August, 1412, to en sg 1913, he preferred to work above 
ground at lower wages. After the employers stopped their payments 
he applied for compensation, and, with the employers’ consent, a sus- 
pensory award of a penny a week was made in his favour. The subse- 
quent facts sufficiently appear from the judgment of the Master of the 
Rolls. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal raised a question of im- 
portance which, but for a decision of the House of Lords, he wouid 
have liked to have taken time to consider. The workman met with an 
accident in a colliery by which he practically lost the sight of one eye. 
Liability was admitted, and compensation paid. After five months he 
was able to resume his old work, and three months later he went to work 
on the surface. Twelve months afterwards he applied for compensa- 
tion. The county eourt judge made a suspensory award of a penny a 
week on the submission of the employers, who did not object. The 
county court judge was quite right in accepting that offer. The man 
then went to work again as a collier, and changed his employers. In 
1914 the other eye began to cause him trouble, and in April, 1915, he 
filed the present application to review and increase the weekly payment. 
The county court judge found, on the medical evidence, that, although 
there was inflammation of the optic nerve in the uninjured eye, there 
was no connection whatever between the condition of that eye and the 
accident in 1912. He was not then suffering from any incapacity due 
to the accident. A man who injured one eye must always be in the 
position of being liable to be seriously affected by any injury to, or 
trouble in, the other eye, though not connected with the accident. The 
House of Lords had really decided the present case in Hargreave v. 
Haughhead Coal Co. (Limited) (1912, A. C. 319), which was a case of 
supervening cataract not due to the accident. [His lordship, haviag 
quoted from judgments delivered in that case, proceeded :] On the 
authority of that case, the learned judge was quite right in declining 
to review the suspensory award; but should any injury occur to the 
other eye by sympathy, he could do so. The appeal failed, and must 
be dismissed with costs. 

Bankes, L.J., who observed that the only reason a suspensory award 
was made was to meet the possible event of the injury extending to 
the sound eye, and this had not happened; and WarrinocTon, L.J., 
delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, A. Parsons, K.C., 
and Trevor Hunter ; Compston, K.C., and Harold Morris. Soxicrrors, 
Herbert L. Rastall, for A. J. Jeffreys, Neath; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, 
for (. & W. Kenshole & Prosser, Aberdare. 

[Reported by H. Lancronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law } 


Nv. 1. 3rd November. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SADLER, FURNISS v. COOPER. Joyce, J. 27th October. 


Wit-—“‘ Wrrn Benerir or SurvivorsHiP mn THE SAME Famity ’’— 
ConsTRUCTION. 

Gift, after an estate for life, to A, B, and C, who was the daughter 
of B, “‘in equal shares, with benefit of survivorship, in the same 
family.” A and B died before the tenant for life. 

Held, that the words ‘‘in the same family”’ confined the ‘‘ benefit 
of survivorship”’ to B and her daughter C, and accordingly the estate 
of A took one-third and C took the remaining two-thirds. 

The principle of Re Crawhall’s Trusts (1856, 8 De G. M. 4 G. 480) 
applied. 

This was a summons taken out by Ruth Hagan, the great-niece of 





the testatrix, to have it determined who was entitled to the testatrix’s 
estate, and in what shares and proportions. The testatrix by her will, 
dated 25th October, 1884, appointed, devised and bequeathed all her 
real estate, over which she had power of appointment, and personal 
estate upon trust for her husband for life, and after his death for con- 
version and payment of the proceeds to her niece Emma Hagan, her 
niece Lydia Cooper, and her great-niece Ruth Hagan, a daughter of 
her niece Emma Hagan, “in equal shares, with benefit of survivorship 
in the same family.’’ The testatrix died in 1886. Her niece Emma 
Hagan died in 1902, and her niece Lydia Cooper died in 1913, and her 
husband died in 1914, after which death her great-niece Ruth Hagan 
took out this summons. Counsel for the plaintiff said this was a novel 
point, and referred to Theobald on Wills (7th edition, at p. 681), and 
Jarman on Wills (6th edition, at p. 2116). Counsel for the legal pec- 
sonal representative of Lydia Cooper referred tc Re Crawhall’s Trusts 
(1856, 8 De G. M. & G. 480). 

Joyce, J., after stating the facts, said : There is no precise authority 
on this point, but I think I must hold that the effect of the qualifying 
words, ‘‘in the same family,’’ is to confine the “ benefit of survivor- 
ship ’’ to the niece Emma and her daughter the plaintiff. I cannot 
take away Lydia’s one-third share, and the result is that her repre- 
sentative takes one-third of the proceeds and the plaintiff takes two- 
thirds.—Counset, J. M. Gover; 7. 7. Methold. Soxticrrors, Rids- 
dale & Son, for F. J. H. Robinson, Easingwold; C. EF. Pullen, for 
Pearsons & Rusaell, Helmsley. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


King’s Bench Division. 
PARSON v. NESBITT. 15th October. 


LiMITATIONS, STaTUTE OF—Si1mMPLE Contract Dest—ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
or Liasitiry—ImMpLIED PROMISE TO Pay. 


Coleridge, J. 


In an action to recover a debt due under a promissory note the 
defendant relied on the Statute of Limitations. After the time fixed 
by the statute had run, the defendant, in answer to a demand for pay- 
ment by the plaintiff's solicitors, wrote admitting the debt and pet 4 
‘7 have no means of any sort ; if I could I should gladly pay.” 
Held, that this was a sufficient acknowledgment and unconditional 
promise to pay to take the case out of the operation of the statute. 


Action tried by Lord Coleridge, J., without a jury. By a promis- 
sory note dated 23rd March, 1907, the defendant promised to pay 
the plaintiff on demand the sum of £450 for value received, with 
interest at the rate of 5 per cent. After the time fixed by the statute 
had run, demand for payment was made by the plaintiff’s solicitor by 
letter dated 16th July, 1915. On the 17th July the defendant replied 
as follows :—‘‘ If I could pay Miss Parson even the smallest portion 
of the sum I owe her, there would be no necessity for pressure ; it would 
be a great pleasure to do so; and, come what may, if I am ever in a 
position to do so it will be done promptly. Unfortunately, as is fairly 
well known, I have not one sixpence of money or property. ; 
regret quite as sincerely as Miss Parson that I am penniless and un- 
able to pay her.’’ On 2nd August, 1915, in reply to a further letter 
from the plaintiff's solicitor, the defendant wrote : ‘‘I can say nothin 
different to what I did before. I unfortunately owe thousands, and f 
have no means of any sort or description whatever. If I could I should 
gladly pay Miss Parson something. Her debt is more than three parts 
added interest, which [ have not been able to pay.’’ The plaintiff 
thereupon brought this action to recover the sum of £626 10s. 8d., 
being the amount of principal and interest due. For the plaintiff it 
was contended that these letters constituted a sufficient acknowledgment 
of the debt to take the case out of the operation of the Statute of 
Limitations. For the defendant it was contentled that the letters did 
not contain any definite promise to pay, either now or at any future 
time. The words ‘if I could I should pay’’ amounted to a condi- 
tional promise only, and in order to succeed the plaintiff must produce 
evidence of the defendant’s ability to pay to shew that the condition 
had been fulfilled. No such evidence had been produced. 

Lord Cotertpce, J.—It was clear that the letters were an admission 
that the debt was owing. The question, therefore, to be decided was 
whether a definite promise to pay could be implied from the letters or 
whether the promise was conditional so as to make it necessary for 
the plaintiff to prove that the condition had been fulfilled. If the 
letters meant that the defendant admitted the debt and would pay 
when he had the money, it would be incumbent on the plaintiff to prove 
the defendant’s ability to pay before he could succeed in the action. 
But if, while admitting the debt, he definitely declined to pay, that 
would not be a sufficient acknowledgment within the meaning of the 
statute, for it would defeat the implication of a promise to pay. 
Further, it had been decided that the mere expression of a hope that 
he would be able to pay, added to the admission, did not constitute a 
conditional promise, the fulfilment of which had to be proved, or defeat 
the promise to pay which the law implied from the admission. That 
was the effect of the authorities as he understood them. They also 
shewed, somewhat illogically perhaps, that if the debtor admitted the 
debt, but said ‘“‘I cannot pay,’’ the implied promise was not defeated. 
In the present case, whether the letter of 17th July contained a con- 
dition or not, the plaintiff was entitled to disregard it and to rely on the 
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later one of 2nd August, which was tlie deciding letter. In his opinion 
the words ‘I have no means of any sort. If I could I should 
pay ’’ merely meant that the defendant could not pay. No condition, 
therefore, attached to the promise to pay which the law implied from 
the admission of the debt. Consequently the letter took the debt out 
of the operation of the statute and the plaintiff could recover. Judg- 
ment for the plaintiff.—Counset, 2. Grimwood Mears; J. G. Trapnell. 
Soticrrors, Hancock d: Willis, for Tucker & Forward, Chard; Pitman 
& Sons, for James Linnott & Son, Bristol. 
[ieported by L. H. Barnes, Barrister at-Law ) 


Ex parte NORMAN, Avory and Lush, JJ. 29th Cetober. 


Derence or THE Reatm—Seizvure anp Destruction or Documents— 
Proceepincs Hetp 1N CAMERA—JURISDICTION OF MAGISTRATE— 
Derence or THE Reatm Consoxtipation Act, 1914 (5 Geo. 5, c. 8), 
s. 1 (1) (5)—Derence or tHe Reatm (AMENDMENT) Act, 1915 (5 Gero. 
5, c. 34), s. 1—Derence or tHe Reatm (Consoiipation) REGULATIONS, 
1914, 27, 5la. 


The object of the Defence of the Realm Acte, and the Requlations 
issued thereunder, being to prevent the publication of anything pre- 
judicial to the safety of the realm, the provision in Regulation 5la for 
the hearing in camera of any proceedings under that Regulation is not 
ultra vires ; and, as proceedings under Regulation 5la are not a “trial” 
within the meaning of section 1 (5) of the Defence of the Realm Con- 
solidation Act, 1914, a magistrate has power to exclude the public from 
such proceedings. 


Motion for a rule nisi for @ certiorari. An information on oath was 
laid before one of the Justices of the Peace for the county of London 
that certain publications were about to be issued which contained state- 
ments constituting an infringement of Regulation 27 of the Defence 
of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914. The magistrate there- 
upon issued a warrant pursuant to Regulation ..a for their seizure. 
The publications were brought before the magistrate, who read them 
and satisfied himself that they were likely to prejudice His Majesty’s 
relations with foreign powers and to prejudice recruiting. A summons 
was therefore issued calling upon the various owners of the publica- 
tions to appear and shew cause why the publications should not be 
destroyed. The applicant and some of the other owners appeared 
before the magistrate at the Mansion House, and, after several hear- 
ings, which were conducted in private, the magistrate, not being 
satisfied by the arguments addressed to him that the publications were 
not of such a character as mentioned in Regulation 51a, ordered them 
to be destroyed within seven days. The applicant thereupon applied to 
the Divisional Court for a rule nisi for a certiorari to quash the order. 
In support of the application it was cuntended that Regulation 51a was 
ultra vires the Defence of the Realm Act in so far as it related to 
the procedure for the seizure and condemnation of documents, and to 
the exclusion of the public during any part of the hearing. The 
Defence of the Realm Acts clearly contemplated a trial either by court 
martial or by a court of summary jurisdiction. The procedure was 
governed by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49) 
all the provisions of which, with the exception of section 17, were left 
unrepealed by the Defence of the Realm Acts, and there was no pro- 
vision in the Summary Jurisdiction Act for a trial being held in camera. 
Further, section 1 (3) of the Defence of the Realm (Amendment) Act 
1915 (5 Geo. 5, c. 34), shewed that the public could only be excluded 
in a case of felony, and this was not a felony. It was also contended 
that the proceedings were void on the ground that the summons charged 
several offences against several defendants, and that the order was bad 
because it did not specify the offence which had been committed or the 
exact documents in which that offence had been committed. 

Avory, J., in giving judgment refusing the rule, said : The basis of 
the contention on behalf of the applicant was that this was a “trial 
of a person for an offence under the Regulations’ within the meaning 
of section 1 (5) of the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 1914. 
and that consequently there was no power to conduct the proceedings 
in camera, In his opinion proceedings under Regulation 514 were not 
a ‘‘trial’’ at all, but were similar to proceedings for the destruction 
of obscene books under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 83, s. 1. It was clear from 
the Act which authorized the making of these Regulations that the 
provision for the hearing of proceedings in camera was essentially 
within the purpose of that Act. Section 1 (1) authorized the making 
of Regulations for the purpose of securing the public safety and the 
defence of the realm, and in particular to prevent persons communi- 
cating with the enemy, to prevent the spread of false reports or reports 
likely to cause disaffection to His Majesty, ‘‘or otherwise to prevent 
assistance being given to the enemy or the successful prosecution of the 
war being endangered.’’ It was obvious that when the object of the 
proc eedings was to suppress the publication of such statements, the 
hearing in public would bring about the very mischief which the pro- 
ceedings were intended to prevent. The Regulation was therefore 
clearly intra vires. With regard to the other contention that the 
summons and order were bad, there were no grounds on which it could 
be supported. The magistrate had followed strictly the procedure laid 
down in the Regulation, and, being satisfied that the publications 
infringed the Regulations, he was justified in ordering their destruction. 


_ Lusu, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. Rule refused.— 
Counset, B. L. A. M’Malley. Sorrcrror, J. Scott Duckers. 


[Report d by L. I. Banwes, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Ke WILSON. Horridge and Rowlatt, JJ. 26th October and 1st Nove:wber, 
C.A. No.1. 5th November. 


Deep or ARRANGEMENT— VALIDITY—EXECUTION BY PERSON AUTHORIZED By 
Power or ATTORNEY—AFFIDAVIT VERIFYING EXECUTION—ASSENT or 
Masoriry or Crepirors 1x NumBer—Crepitors For SuMs nor 
Exceepinc £10—RecistTRaTION OF PoWER OF ATTORNEY AS DEED or 
ARRANGEMENT—APPLICATION BY DEBTOR FOR DECLARATION THAT DEED ur 
ARRANGEMENT 18 Vo1p—JuURISDICTION OF CourntT—Conpbuct or Desror 
Preventinc Him rrom Retyine on Invatiprry or Deep—Deeps or 
ARRANGEMENT Act, 1914 (4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 47), ss. 1, 3, 5, 23. 

A debtor, while on active service abroad, gave his sister a power of 
attorney to execute a deed of arrangement with his creditors. The 
sister executed the deed, and filed the affidavit required under section § 
of the Act to be executed by the debtor when presenting the deed for 
registration. The trustee proceeded to wind up the estate with the 
implied approval of the debtor. On the debtor's return home he 
applied to have the deed set aside as invalid. His application was 
dismissed by the judge of the county court at Shrewsbury. 

Held, by the Divisional Court, that the Court had jurisdiction to 
hear the application, but that the debtor had estopped himself by nis 
conduct from contending that the deed was invalid. 

Held, by the Court of Appeal, that the Court had no jurisdiction to 
hear the application, as it was not an application ped the enforcement 
of the trusts of the deed or for the determination of any question under 
the deed within section 23 of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914. 


Appeal from a decision of the county court judge at Shrewsbury 
refusing to declare that a deed of arrangement was void. The debtor, 
Richard Stanley Wilson, was a farmer and maltster, but in March, 
1915, was serving as a major in the Army on active service in France. 
On 17th March he gave a power of attorney to his sister, empowering 
her to execute a deed of arrangement on hjs behalf. She accordingly 
executed the deed on 20th March. The debtor afterwards returned to 
England, and in October, 1915, applied in the county court at Shrews- 
bury for a declaration that the deed was void, inasmuch as it did not 
comply with the requirements of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914, 
in the following respects: First, that it was not executed by the 
debtor personally, nor was the affidavit filed on registration of the 
deed sworn by the debtor personally. Secondly, that the power of 
attorney was a deed of arrangement in itself within the definitions of 
section 1 of the Act, and was void because it had not been registered. 
Thirdly, because the assent of the statutory majority of the creditors 
had not been obtained as required by section 3 of the Act. The 
county court judge overruled the debtor’s contentions, and refused to 
declare that the deed was void. The debtor thereupon appealed, and, 
on the appeal coming on for hearing, counsel for the trustee under the 
deed took the preliminary objection that the county court had no juris- 
diction to entertain the debtor’s application, nor the Divisional Court 
to hear his appeal. The only applications in respect of a deed ef 
arrangement which the Court has jurisdiction to hear are set forth in 
section 23 of the Act : ‘‘ Any application by the trustee under a deed 
of arrangement . . . or by the debtor, or by any creditor entitled 
to the benefit of such a deed of arrangement, for the enforcement of 
the trusts or the determination of questions under it, shall be made 
to the court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy in the district in which 
the debtor resided or carried on business at the date of the execution 
of the deed.’’ Counsel contended that the present application, being 
one to set the deed aside, was not ‘‘ for the enforcement of the trusts 
or the determination of questions under the deed.”” The Court inti 
mated that, in their view, the preliminary objection failed, but post- 
poned giving their reasons till the conclusion of the case. The points 
taken before the county court were thereupon argued, counsel for the 
respondent taking the further point that, even if the deed were void 
for the reasons alleged by the debtor, he was estopped from claiming 
a declaration that the deed was void by reason of his conduct in 
leading the trustee to believe that he was consenting to the winding-up 
of the estate, and causing the trustee to incur responsibilities. It also 
appeared that the debtor would have been made bankrupt unless he had 
executed the deed, and therefore had enjoyed the benefit of the deed 
to that extent. The Court reserved judgment. 

November 1.—Horrice, J., said as to the preliminary objection 
that, assuming there was in existence a deed answering the descriptions 
in sections 1 and 23 of the Act, the Court had power to determine 
the following questions, which in his view were ‘‘ questions under it ’’— 
namely (1) whether the formalities required upon the registration of 
the deed were duly complied with; (2) whether the majority of credi- 
tors required by statute had assented to the deed ; and (3) whether the 
debtor was estopped by his conduct from objecting to the validity of 
the deed. In the first place the Court had to be satisfied that there 
was such a deed in existence. The appellant’s first contention against 
the deed was that a deed of arrangement under the Act of 1914 
conld not be executed by a person acting under a power of attorney. 
There was no reason why a debtor should not authorize another person, 
under a power of attorney, to execute the deed for him, as such 
execution would be, under the power of attorney, the execution of the 
dehtor. The noint was covered by the decision in Furnivall v. Hudson 
(1893, 1 Ch. 335). A further objection was that the power of attorney 
itself was a deed of assignment within the definitions in section 1. 





Smit. 


[iD OF 
ED ur 
EBTOR 
DS OF 


er of 

The 
tion § 
d for 
L the 
ve he 
| was 


on to 
y nis 


on to 
oment 
under 


14. 


sbury 
ebtor, 
farch, 
rance, 
ering 
lingly 
ied to 
rews- 
d not 
1914, 
r the 
»f the 
er of 
ms of 
tered. 
ditors 

The 
ed to 
and, 
or the 
juris- 
Court 
ed cf 
rth in 
. deed 
titled 


cution 
being 
trusts 
; inti 
post- 
points 
or the 
» void 
iming 
uct in 
ing-up 
't also 
ie had 


» deed 


Nov. .7, 1915 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[ Vol. 6. } ul 








sub-section 2 (e) of the Act. That sub-section, however, only applied 
to instruments under which creditors of the debtor obtain any control 
over the business of the debtor, and the creditors by the power of 
attorney did not obtain any such control. The Court therefore were 
of opinion that there was a good deed of arrangement, which could 
have been registered, and to which the creditors could have assented ; 
and consequently the Court had jurisdiction to deal with the three 
further questions which arose. The first question was whether section 
5 of the Act, which requires an affidavit by the debtor to be filed with 
the registrar in presenting the deed for registration, had been com- 
plied with. The affidavit in this case had been made by the attorney 
and not by the debtor, and the Court were of opinion that, had it not 
been for the debtor’s own conduct, the deed would have been void for 
non-registration. The second question was whether the deed had 
received the assent of a majority in number and value of the creditors 
as required by section 3 of the Act. There were ninety-six creditors 
in all, sixty-eight for sums over £10 and twenty-eight for sums under 
£10. Of those whose debts amounted to over £10, twenty-five did not 
assent within the time required by the Act, but forty-three did, and 
all the creditors for under £10 assented as well. The true view of the 
meaning of the section was that creditors tor under £10 were not to 
be reckoned in computing the majority, and therefore, in this case, the 
forty-three out of the sixty-eight whose debts were for over £10 con- 
stituted a majority in number and value. As to the conduct of the 
appellant subsequent to the execution of the deed, it appeared from the 
evidence that he was consenting to the winding-up of the estate by the 
trustee, and leading the trustee to believe that he was acting with the 
appellant’s scat It was also clear that the appellant had avoided 
being made bankrupt by executing the deed. The Court was of 
opinion that, after the debtor had taken the benefit of the deed and 
caused the trustee to incur responsibilities thereunder, he could not be 
heard to say that the deed was invalid; and in this respect the case 
came within the principle laid down in Roe vy. Mutual Loan Fund 
(19 Q. B. D. 347). 

Row.atr, J., concurred in the conclusion that the appeal should be 
dismissed, but expressed considerable doubt as to whether the pre- 
liminary objection should not have prevailed. 

Leave was given to appeal, and the case was heard by the Court 
of Appeal on 5th November, when the preliminary objection was again 
taken by the respondents, and was allowed by the Court of Appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question depended entirely 
on the construction of section 23 of the Act. Under that section appli- 
cations to the Court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy could be made 
by the trustee, by*the debtor, or by any creditor entitled to the benefit 
of a deed of arrangement, but were limited to applications ‘for the 
enforcement of the trusts or the determination of questions under it.”’ 
This was clearly not an application for the enforcement of the trusts 
under the deed, but for a declaration that there were no trusts to be 
enforced. Nor was it an application for the determination of questions 
under the deed, but for a declaration that there was no valid deed 
under which an application could be made. In a case where statutory 
jurisdiction was conferred for the first time, the extent of the jurisdic- 
tion must be strictly determined by the language in which it was given. 
On the strict words of section 25 there was no jurisdiction for the 
Court of Bankruptcy to deal with such an application as the present, 
and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Bankes and Warrineton, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, 2. W. Han- 
sell and V. G. Milward ; McCall, K.C., and Tindal Davis. Sotrcrtors, 
Field, Roscoe, & Co., for Ansell & Sherwin, Birmingham; Miller & 
Smiths, for Hall, Pratt, & Pritchard, Bilston. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-et-Law.] 





New Orders, &c. 


New Statutes. 


= the 23rd inst. the Royal Assent was given to the following 
cts :-— 

The Patents and Designs (Partial Suspension) Act. 

The Consolidated Fund (Appropriation No. 2) Act. 


War Orders and Proclamations. &c. 
The London Gazette of 19th November contains the following :— 


1. A Foreign Office Netice, dated 19th November, making addition. 
or corrections to the lists of persons to whom articles to be exported 
to China and Siam may be consigned. 

2. Orders of the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), dated 18th 
November, to come into force on 29th November, making regulations 
Testricting the sale of liquor in the following areas :— 

(1) The London area, being the area comprising the city of London, 
the Metropolitan Police District, the Urban District of Watford 
in the County of Herts, the Petty Sessional Division of Romford 
in the County of Essex, the Urban District of Dartford, and the 
Parishes of bade Stone, Sutton-at-Hone, Swanscombe and 
Wilmington in the County of Kent. 

Hours of sale. 

(2) For consumption on the premises. 

On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., and 


(A) In the Metropolitan Boroughs of Woolwich and Green- 
wich, the Urban Districts of Bexley, Dartford and Erith, and 
the Parishes of Crayford, Darenth, Stone, Sutton-at-Hone, 
Swanscombe and Wilmington in the County of Kent : 

The hours between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 

(B) In the rest of the area: 

The hours between 6.30 p.m. and 9.8 p.m. 

On Sundays; The-hours between 1 p.m. oul 3 p-m., and the 
hours between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m, 

(6) For consumption off the premises. 

The same as for consumption on the premises, but an hour 
earlier in the evening. 

This Order is substituted for the Orders made respectively on 
the 26th day of July, 1915, for the area of Dartford District, and 
on the lst day of October, 1915, for the London area, which 
Orders are revoked. 

The North-East Coast area, being the area comprising the cities 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Durham, the County Boroughs of 
Tynemouth, Gateshead, South Shields, Sunderland, West Hartle- 
pool, Middlesbrough and Darlington, the County of Durham, 
the Borough of Wallsend, and the Petty Sessional Divisions of 
Bedlingtonshire, East Castle Ward, West Castle Ward and 
Tindale Ward in the County of Northumberland, the Borough 
of Richmond and the Petty Sessional Divisions of Thornaby and 
Yarm, North Langbaurgh, East Langbaurgh, West Langbaurgh, 
Greta Bridge, East Gilling, West Gilling, East Hang and West 
Hang, in the North Riding of the County of York. 

Hours of sale. 

(a) For consumption on the premises. 

On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., and 
between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 

On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., and 
between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 

(4) For consumption off the premises. 

On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., and 
between 6 p.m, and 8 p.m. 

On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., and 
between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 

This order is substituted for the Order made on the 30th day of 
July, 1915, for the area of the North-East Coast, which is revoked. 

In each Order there are additional restrictions as to the supply of 
spirits, and the Orders apply both to licensed premises and clubs,.and 
prohibit treating, credit and the “long pull.” 

3. An Order of the Home Secretary, dated 18th November (printed 
below), with reference to the closing of night clubs. 

The London Gazette of 23rd November contains :— 

4. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 23rd November, making additions 
or corrections to the lists of persons to whom articles to be exported 
to Siam may be consigned. 

5. An Order of the Minister of Munitions, dated 23rd November, 
under Regulation Wa of the Defence of the Realm (Consolidatgon) 
Regulations, 1914, directing that the war material to which that regn- 
lation applies shall include optical munitions of certain specified 
classes and descriptions. 





Clubs (Temporary Provisions) Act, 1915. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred on the Secretary of State by 
section 1 of the Clubs (Temporary Provisions) Act, 1915, 

I, by this Order, direct that, within the area consisting of the Cit 
of London and the County of London, all clubs (whether or not intoxi- 
cating liquor is supplied therein) shall be closed— 

From Saturday midnight to 5 a.m, on Sunday, 
from Sunday midnight to 5 a.m. on Monday, 
and from 12.30 a.m. to 5 a.m. on other nights. 
Joun Sion, 
One of His Majesty’s Principal 
Secretaries of State. 
Home Office, Whitehall, 18th November, 1915. 


Munitions Profits. 


The Minister of Munitions has appointed Sir Henry Babington Smith, 
K.C.B. (chairman), Mr. Harold Brown, and Mr. William Cash to be 
the Board of Referees for the purpose of section 5 of the Munitions 
of War Act, 1915, and the rules made thereunder, relating to the limita- 
tion of the profits of Controlled Establishments. 

Sir Henry Babington Smith was Secretary to the Post Office from 
1903 to 1909. 

Mr. Harold G. Brown, M.A., LL.B. Camb., is a member of the firm 
of Linklaters, solicitors. He was admitted in August, 1 


The Central Recruiting Tribunal 


It is officially announced that a Central Appeal Tribunal, consisting 
of the following members :— 

Lord Sydenham, G.C.M.G. (Chairman), 

Sir George Younger, Bt., M.P 

Sir Francis Gore, K.C.B., 

Mr. Cyril Jackson, 


“9 





Mr. G. J. Talbot, K.C., 
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has been appointed to deal with cases referred to them from the local 


tribunals ‘established in connection with the new recruiting arrange- 
ments. 

Sir Francis Gore was formerly solicitor to the Board of Inland 
Revenue, and was created a K.C.B. on his retirement in 1911. 

Mr. G. J. Talbot, K.C., who was called to the Bar in 1887, practises 
at the Parliamentary Bar and is Chancellor of several dioceses. 


Emergency Statutes (5 & 6 Geo. 5). 
Crarter 84. 
Clubs (Temporary Provisions) Act, 1915. 


An Act to amend the Law with respect to Clubs during the continuance 
of the present war. [10th November, 1915. 

Be it enacted, &c. : 

1. Power to order clubs to be closed during specified hours.—({1) The 
Secretary of State may, by order, direct that all clubs (whether or not 
intoxicating liquor is supplied therein) within any such area as may be 
specified in the order shall be closed during auk hours as may be so 
specified (commencing at an hour not earlier than that at which 
premises, licensed for the sale of intoxicating liquors by retail situate 
in the same place as such clubs, are for the time being required to be 
closed and ending at an hour not later than six o'clock in the morning) : 

Provided that the local authority for the purpose of this Act may 
grant a licence exempting from the provisions of the order, either 
absolutely or subject to such conditions or limitations as may be 
specified in the licence— 

(a) any club on any special occasion ; 

(b) any club where it is proved that, owing to the nature and 
hours of employment of members thereof, or for any other special 
reason, it is expedient that the club should be so exempted. 


(2) If any club is kept open or the club premises or any part thereof 
are used in contravention of any such order, or, in cases where such a 
licence as aforesaid has been granted, in contravention of any condition 
» = sy licence, the club shall be liable to be declared an illegal club, 
and— 

(a) the occupier of the premises and any person having control 
of the club, and the secretary or other principal officer of the club 
shall each be liable on summary conviction to imprisonment with 
or without hard labour for a term not exceeding three months, 
unless he proves that the contravention was committed without his 
knowledge or consent, and the court may in addition by order 
prohibit him from taking part or assisting in the management of 
or being interested in any club; and 

(b) any other person proved to have been on the club premises 
in contravention of the order or the conditions of the licence shall 
be liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding five pounds, 
unless he proves that he resided on the club premises or that he was 
not a member or a guest of a member of the club. 


(3) If any person so prohibited as aforesaid takes part or assists in 
the management of or is interested in a club, the club shall be liable 
to be declared an illegal club. 


2. Prohibition against use of clubs by prostitutes and gamesters.—If 
any person having contro] of a club knowingly permits it to be used as 
an habitual resort or place of meeting of reputed prostitutes, whether 
the object of their so resorting or meeting is or is not prostitution, or of 
persons who have been convicted of offences under the enactments 
relating to gaming or betting or gaming or betting houses, he shall be 
liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding fifty pounds or to 
imprisonment with or without hard labour for a term not exceeding 
three months. 


3. Inspection of clubs.—(1) With a view to securing the observance 
of this Act all clubs within the area specified in any order made by the 
Secretary of State under this Act may be inspected by any officer of 
police not below the rank of inspector, and, in the case of clubs which 
there is reason to believe are frequented by members of any of His 
Majesty's forces, by any person authorized for the purpose by the 
competent naval or military authority under the Defence of the Realm 
(Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, and for that purpose any such officer 
or person shall at all times, whether by day or night, have a right to 
enter, if need be by force, any premises within the area which he has 
reason to suspect are being used as a club, and to examine, search, and 
inspect the same, or any part thereof, and if he has reason to suspect 
that an offence against this Act has been or is being committed thereon, 
or that the club is otherwise being carried on contrary to law, may 
take the names and addresses of all persons found therein, and may 
seize any books and papers relating to the business of the club. 

(2) If the officer of police or other person making the inspection 
has reasonable ground to suppose that any name or address given to 
him is false, he may require evidence of the correctness of the name 
and address, and may, if the person fails upon demand to give his 
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name or address or the required evidence, apprehend him without 
warrant, and take him, as soon as practicable, before a justice of the 
peace, and if any person required under this section to give his name 
and address fails to give the same or gives a false name or address, 
or gives false evidence with respect to the name and address, he shall 
be liable on summary conviction in respect of each offence to a fine not 
exceeding five pounds. : 

(3) If any person obstructs or delays any such officer of police or 
— in the execution of his duties under this section, he shall be 
iable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding fifty pounds or 
to imprisonment, with or without hard labour, for a term not exceeding 
three months, and if the entry of any such officer or person to any 
remises is delayed by locked doors or other obstruction, the club shall 
be liable to be declared an illegal club, unless it is proved that there 
was good reason for locking the doors or such other obstruction. 

(4) Where any police officer or person duly authorized by the compe- 
tent naval or military authority oo in pursuance of the powers con- 
ferred by this Act, entered any premises which are or which he has 
reason to suspect are being used as a club, and it appears to the 
officer or person that the premises are being used for the purposes of 
unlawful gaming, the officer or person may exercise all such powers as 
are conferred by the provisions of the Gaming Act, 1845 [8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 109], or section forty-eight of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839 
[2 & 3 Vict. c. 47], or section thirty-two of the City Police Act, 1839 
(2 & 3 Vict. c. xciv.], on an officer of police who has entered premises 
in pursuance of an authority or warrant granted thereunder by the 
Commissioner of Police for the Metropolis, or the Commissioner of 
City Police, or a justice. 

4. Power to close illegal clubs.—(1) If on complaint in writing it 
appears to a court of summary jurisdiction that a club is liable to be 
declared an illegal club within the meaning of this Act, the court may 
make an order declaring the club to be an illegal club and directing 
that the club shall be closed, and that the premises occupied by the 
club shall not’ be used for the purposes of any club during the con- 
tinuance of the present war or any other period specified in the order, 
so, however, that if the pericd so specified extends beyond the dura- 
tion of the war the order shall cease to have effect on the termination 
of the war. 

(2) If the court grant a summons on the complaint, the summons 
shall be served on the secretary (if any) of the club, and on such 
other person (if any) as the court may direct. 

(3) Any person aggrieved by an order under this section may appeal 
to quarter sessions. 

5. Provisions as to registration of new clubs.—(1) Where during the 
continuance of the present war an application is made under the 
Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910 [10 Ed. 7 and 1 Geo. 5, c. 24], to 
register a new club under that Act, the clerk to whom the application 
is sent before registering the club shall send to the chief officer of 
police for the district a copy of the particulars required to be registered, 
and if, within fourteen days from the date when such copy is so sent, 
the chief officer of police sends to the clerk notice that he objects to 
the registration of the club .on the ground of the character or ante- 
cedents of the secretary or of any promoter or any person taking 
part in the management of the club, the clerk shall give notice of the 
objection to the applicant and shal] not register the club. 

(2) Where the registration of a club has been so objected to, the 
applicant for registration may, by complaint in writing made withia 
fourteen days of the time aon he receives notice of the objection. 
appeal against the objection to a court for which the clerk to whom 
the application was sent acts, and the court, if satisfied that the 
objection taken by the chief officer of police ought not to be sus- 
tained, may authorize the registration of the club. 

(3) During the continuance of the present war there shall be included 
amongst the particulars required to be registered in connection with a 
new club under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, the names 
and addresses of the promoters of the club, the proprietor (if any), and 
the persons taking part in the management of the club; and if any 
change takes place in the names and addresses of such persons as 
aforesaid, the secretary of the club shall forthwith communicate the 
change to the clerk by whom the particulars are registered, who shall 
make the necessary entry in the register, and failure to communicate 
such changes shall be a ground on which the club may be struck off 
the register. 

(4) The persons whose names are for the time being registered as 
secretary, proprietor, promoters or managers of the club shall be pre- 
sumed to be such unless the contrary is proved. 
































6. Interpretation.—For the purposes of this Act— 

The local authority shall be— 

(a) in the Metropolitan Police District, the Commissioner of 
Police for the metropolis ; 

(6) in the City of London, the Commissioner of City Police; 

(c) in any other plac, a petty sessional court ; 

The expression ‘‘ chief officer of police’? means as respects the 
City of London the Commissioner of City Police and elsewhere 
has the same meaning as in the Police Act, 1890 [53 & 54 Vict. 
c. 45); 

The proprietor, the manager, every member of the managing body 
(if any), and every other person who acts or assists in the manage- 
peg a club, shall be deemed to be a person having control of 
the club ; 


The expression “secretary ’’ in relation to a club has the same 
meaning as in the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
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7. Short title and duration.—(1) This Act may-be cited as the Clubs 
(Temporary Provisions) Act, 1915. 

(2) This Act*shall not extend to Scotland or Ireland. 

(3) This Act shall remain in force during the continuance of the 
resent war and no longer, but the expiration of this Act and of any 
order thereunder shall not prejudice or affect the institution or prosecu- 
tion of any proceedings for any offence committed before such 


expiration. 





Societies. 


The Union Society of London, 


The fifth meeting of the 1915-1916 session of this society was held 
at the chambers of Mr. W. R. Willson, 3, Plowden-buildings, Temple, 
on Wednesday, 24th November, 1915., at 8 p.m. The president was 
in the chair. Mr. Morden moved: ‘“‘ That the whole of the alien 
enemies now at liberty in Great Britain and Ireland should be in 
terned.”” Mr. Quass opposed. There also spoke Mr. Thomas, Mr. 
Geen, and Mr. Willson. The motion was carried. 








The Movement Against Increased 
Rents. 


Mr. Long, President of the Local Government Board, says the 7'imes, 
received at the House of Commons on Monday a deputation representing 
several hundreds of tenants of tenements in Bermondsey, Poplar, and 
Dockhead, who asked that legislation should tbe introduced to prevent 
owners from raising rents during the continuance of the war. The 
deputation was introduced by Mr. Glanville, M.P. 

Members of the deputation complained that without sufficient reason 
each tenant on a particular estate had received notice from the trustees 
that their rent would be raised by 3d. a week. A petition had been 
presented, signed by 83 per cent. of the tenants, protesting against the 
merease at a time when fathers, husbands, and sons were serving in 
the Forces, but no reply to it had been received. The tenements were 
let in sets of from one to four rooms at rents from 5s. 3d, to 12s. 6d. 
weekly, payable in advance, and with a charge of 5s. for ‘“‘ key money.” 
There was much competition for the rooms, and when a tenant left the 
rent was invariably increased. Some of the tenants had declined to pay 
the increase and had teen threatened with ejectment. It was stated 
in the notices that the rise was made in consequence of the increased 
cost of repairs; but members of the deputation maintained that it 
was an attempt of the owners to shift the burden of the war on to the 
tenants. 

Mr. Long took note of the particulars of fhe cases put before him, 
which, he said, was all he could do. It would not be right for him 
to express an opinion upon hearing only one side. Ejectment was a 
matter for the court to decide upon the landlord’s application. If 
when a place became vacant there were many applicants for it, it 
was natural that the management should raise the rent; but he under 
stood that the case put forward by the deputation was that the rent 
hould not be raised for the sitting tenant during the war without 
prejudice to what might be done after the war. 

The information given him would be carefully considered. All would 
gree, whatever might be their views on reform, that it was not desir- 
ble that in a time of war, when the people had done their duty so 
plendidly, an attempt should be made to exploit any class. That was 
ll he could say at this stage. He could not give such a message as 
hat there should be no ejectment. He had not the power to do so. 

¢ could only say, “ Possess yourselves in patience for a little time.” 

In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Long, in answer to 
lr. Hinds, said that he hoped to introduce a Bill dealing with the 
aising of rents in a few days. 








The Raising of Rents. 


A meeting, convened by the Property Owners’ Protection Association 
consider the ques:ion of landlords and mortgagees in war time, 
a, says the Morning Post, held on Tuesday in the Great Hall, Win- 
hester House, Old Broad-street. Alderman Sir David Burnett occupied 
@ chair, and the attendance was large, so large, indeed, that some 
indreds of persons were unable to obtain admission. 
The chairman said that the meeting had been called in view of the 
tt that the Government intended to bring in a Bill to restrict the 
gits of property owners to demand increased rents. He had just 
tived a letter containing the reply of the President of the Local 
overnment Board to a deputation representing owners and tenants. 
t. Long said: “‘ My view, and that of the Government, is that the 
lar ought not to be used by any class to secure their own advantage 
the expense of other classes of the community.” Of course, they 
ré all in absolute agreement, with that expression of opinion, In his 
W it was a mere coincidence that this question should have arisen 
the present time. The real cause, as could easily have been antici- 
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pated by many, was the Finance Bill of 1909. That Bill made the 
a partner with owners of land and a partnership 
in Which the sleeping partner brought no capital, took no risks, pocketed 
one-fifth of the profits, and would not allow an owner to place a loss 
on one property against the profit of another. Such drastic legislation 
with regard to one particular form of property was ‘bound to have 
disastrous The subject, however, was full of difficul 
ties. It must not be forgotten that a very large number of houses 
had three owners—the ground landlord, the mortgagee, and the lease 
holder. In many, many cases a person of small capital who had invested 
his hard-earned savings in hou property, and borrowed part of the 
pure! mortgage, found himself ‘between the upper and 
nether millstones, and stood a good chance of being ground out of exist 
e 
h 


Government houses, 


results. 


irchase money on 


nee. With regard to the future, it was certain that rents would rise, 

ause with the existing price of materials and labour houses could not 
be built at a profit. Property owners, however, must be content to 
wait until that time to which we were all looking with absolute conti 
dence, when the efforts of the nation would result in peace with victory. 

On the motion of Mr, Edwin Evans, president of the association 
and chairman of the Housing of the Working Classes Committee of 
the London County Council, the following resolution was carried 
unanimously ;— 

“ That this meeting, representing house property interests of all kinds, 
confirms the attitude already publicly expressed by the Property Owner 
Protection Association (Limited), and which affirmed its emphatic di 
approval of the action of certain landlords in raising the rents of tenants, 
and mortgagees in increasing the rates of mortgage interest of such 
property, during war-time. ‘They are convinced that such practices are 
not by any means general, and that, as a rule, both landlords and 
mortgagees are quite prepared, even at considerable sacrifice to them 
selves, to bear the additional burdens caused by the war; and they 
pledge themselves that if they issue a general pronouncement against 
such increases all concerned with property will readily give such loyal 
and patriotic support as to render any legislation unnecessary.” 


The No-Treating Order. 


In the Justiciary Appeal Court in Edinburgh, on Monday, an appeal 
was allowed against a decision by Sheriff Guy that the order of the 
Control Board prohibiting treating is invalid. 

The decision of the Sheriff was given in a case in which a publican 
named McKechnie was charged with having supplied a woman with 
port wine which was ordered and paid for by another woman. The 
Sheriff dismissed the complaint, holding that treating was not an offence 
according to common law, that Parliament had not made it an offence, 
and that his Majesty in Council had no power to legislate, but only 
power to carry out executively the enactments of Parliament. The 
order of the Control Board, on which the complaint was founded, could 
not, in his opinion, be held competent under the Defence of the Realm 





Act. 
Counsel for the respondent said that his client had never challenged 
the validity of the Board’s regulations. The question which he had 
sought to raise in the Sheriff Court was as to who was the real supplier, 
the vublican or the person who ordered the drink and gave it to a 
friend. He submitted that if the Court upheld the validity of the 
order, they might remit the case back to the Sheriff Court for further 
inquiry. ; - 

The Lord Advocate said he was not learned friend 
had felt unable to support the decision of the Sheriff. However inno- 
cently intended, it was difficult at this time to conceive a more mis 
chievous decision. 


urprised that hi 


The Cardiff Stipendiary Magistrate, Mr. W. T. Lewis, on Wednes 
day, says the Z'imes, dismissed the summonses against an hotel proprie- 
tor named Joseph Pearce and his wife, Alice Pearce, for an alleged 
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breach of the ‘‘ No-treating’’ Order. He held that as the drinks in 
question were handed round by the person who had ordered and paid 
for them, they were not ‘‘ supplied ’ by the defendants. 

At the hearing of the summonses last week it was stated that Mrs. 
Pearce accepted an order for three glases of beer and one of stout from 
a man, and the latter then handed them around. The magistrate said 
that the person who actually supplied the drinks was the one who 
ordered them and paid for them, and it seemed to him therefore that 
the defendants were not responsible. 

At Wednesday's hearing Mr. A. F. Hill, for the defence, said the 
Order provided that they were not to sell or supply “‘to”’ any person, 
but the prosecution wanted to make that read ‘“‘for’’ any person. 
The Order did not say that. There had been a case where two men 
went to a public-house and one ordered and paid for two glasses of 
beer, and was passing one to a friend, but was warned by the licensee 
that if he did that he (the licensee) would have him prosecuted for 
treating. The same case was before the Court with this great differ 
ence, that Mrs. Pearce the room when the drinks were 
handed round by the man who had ordered them. That was the whole 
point of the case, 

The Stipendiary said that the question for decision was: Did the 
licensed person supply some person other than the person who ordered 
and paid for the drink to be consumed on licensed premises? The 
answer was furnished by the witness who was nominally called to sup- 
port the information. The ‘special constable who saw and heard what 
took place had said that the drinks were ordered by a man named 
Macdonald, paid for by Macdonald, and supplied to Macdonald. The 
regulation said that the licensed person in effect did not bring himself 
within the meaning of the Order if the liquor was ordered and paid 
for by the person to whom it was supplied. The language the witness 
employed was the language of the regulation. . He said, ‘‘ The drinks 
were ordered by, paid for, and supplied to Macdonald,’’ but went on 
to say—and this had an important bearing on the question as to 
whether the licensed person aided and abetted—that the female defen 
dant had gone out when the drinks were handed round. On that 
evidence the summonses must be dismissed. 


was out of 








Indictments Bill. 


The Solicitor-General (Mr. Cave), says the Times, 
Wednesday the second reading of this Bill, which had issued from the 
Lords, explained that the object was to simplify the forms of indict 
ment in order that they might be made clear to prisoners and that 
At present they covered a great deal of 


in moving on 


economies might be effected. 
parchment, and cost a good deal of money. 

Sir Edward Carson disapproved of the measure. It was a mistake, he 
said, to deal with a matter affecting the foundation of our criminal 
procedure at a time when men’s minds were engrossed in other sub 
jects. Our forms of indictment had developed through hundreds «f 
years for the protection of the subject, and the experience of the past 
was now to be swept away. 

The Attorney-General (Sir F. E. Smith) said it was the general 
opinion of those who had special experience in criminal matters that 
the attainment of the ends of justice had been considerably affected by 
the undue growth of technicalities. He had no difficulty in com 
mending the Bill to the House even in a wat session, because he was 
convinced that it was in the interests of laymen, and particularly of 
uninstructed men, who now found themselves in positions of great 
difficulty without the resources of legal aid, and because it would cur 
tail the expenses of the law and somewhat reduce the emoluments of 
lawyers. ; 
The Bill was read a second time, and committed to Committee of 


the whole House 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society, 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Final Examination held on 1st and 2nd Novem- 
ber, 1915 : 

Atkine, Frederick John, 
Bartenger, William George 
Bewley, Herbert Neville, 

(Oxon). 

Brown, Leslie Clifford. 
Burgess, Thomas Walton, 





Haworth, Leonard. 

Heath, Herbert Norman Saffery 

Heywood, Horace, LL.B. (Vic 
toria). 

Hickey, Denis, LL.B. (Victoria). 

Holmes, Cyril Ernest Jackson. 


B.A 


Chadfield, Hugo Thomas. Kave, Sidney Herbert, LL.B. 
Clapham, Wilfrid Verso. (Leeds). _ 
Clarke, Joseph Spottiswoode, B.A. Knighton, George Francis, B.A. 
(Cantab). (Oxon), 
Cossham, Raymond Scobell. — Thomas Reginald, B.A. 
(Wales). 


Daniels, Douglas Archibald, 
Davies, James Islwyn. 
Foers, Hardwicke Kenyon. 
Goodwin, Walter. 


Landman, Samuel, M.A. (Leeds). 
Large, Ernest Charles. 
Lawrence, Colin Hudson. 


Matthews, Gre 


(Oxon). 


Morell, Israel. 
Morris, Charles 


Philbrick, Arthi 
Pollard, Charles 


the same time. 


sugler, James | 
Chancellor, Edg 


Corner, George, 
Dutton, Tom D 


Inglis, 
(Oxon). 
Isitt, Neville. 
Keene, Charles. 
Tue FotLowi1n¢ 


Birch, Edward. 


Foster, Edward 


Ridge. 
Gregson, Alban 


Tue FoLtowin 


Atkins, John L 
Bennett, John. 
Bensted, Arthu 
Bracewell, Will 
Clayton, Owen. 
Daniel, Rea Al 
Davis, Charles 


Jones, Gordon. 
Kenshole, Edw 
Metcalfe, Os 


Law Society 


Declaration of 
opened in the 
The following 


UNIVERSITY 





Halkyard, Alfred. Mander, Thomas Goddard. 


Mason, Ernest Edwin. 
Midwinter, Harry Frank, 
Moodycliff, Edgar. 

Morley, Frederick Bryan. 
Partington, James Fisher. 
Pope, Philip Gladstone. 
Pride, Bernard Cecil. 
Richmond, Walter Thomas. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on 3rd and 4th 
November, 1915 :— 

A candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the examination at 


Dewhurst, James. 


Graham, Norman, 
Thomas 


Aleock, Thomas Jones. 


Charnley, Clarence, 
Clements, George. 


Gammell, Beaumont Edward Price, William Ewart, 
Zacharie. Rennison, Arthur Noblett. 
Greenhill, Frederick William Smith, Graham. 


Fenton, Nicholas Robert, 
Gibson, William Reginald. 
Haflinan, Charles Stewart. 
Haworth, George. 

Heal, George Henry James, 
Hopkins, Arthur Henry. 
Horsley, William Ewart. 
Jenkins, Thomas Milwyn Lloyd. 


M.A. (Sheffield). 


Unversity or Lonpon Law Stvpents’ Socrery.—At a meeting hel 
on Tuesday, 16th November, 1915, at University College, the subje@ 
for debate was: 


Gallagher. The leaders replied, and on the motion being put to # 
meeting it was lost by 1 vote. 


on Tuesday, 23rd November, 1915, at University College (Mr. 
Levy in the chair), the subject for debate was ‘“‘ That Charlot 


. Roberts, Vincent Allen. 
Robinson, Edward Norman. 
Salkeld, Thomas Dunn, 
Saul, Herbert Bernard. 
Saul, Herbert George William, 
Simpson, Wilfrid Henry. 
Stockwell, Henry Edward. 
Sullivan, Herbert Benedict. 
Thomas, John Hugh. 
Tizard, Wilfred Henry, 
Tucker, Albert John. 
Walford, Eric Osborn, 
(London). 
Wurzal, Joseph, LL.B, (Leeds), 
Number of candidates, 72; passed, 52. 


ville Muir, B.A. 






John. 






ir Charles. 
Crossley. 






LL.B. 







19th November, 1915. 
By order of the Council, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary, 







INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 









Passep. 

McCarthy, Thaddeus Francis, 

Prance, Patrick Montgomery. 

Robinson, Horace Victor George, 

Scorer, William. 

Thomas, Leslie Clason. 

Truran, Matthew Henry. 

Vincent, Henry Edward. 

Wallace, Jehangir Pestonji, B.A. 
(Bombay). 

Warskett, Thomas Horace. 

+ CANDIDATES RAVE Passep THE LEGAL PoRTION ONLY :— 


Hook, John Seaborne. 

Hudson, Norman, B.A, (Cantab). 
Outen, Thomas. 

Pearkes, Leslie Vincent. 

Powell, Thomas Glyn. 





tostron, 
ar Charles. 








uerdin. 






B.A. 





Graham, 








Wade. 







Underwood, Arthur Leonard. 
Humfrey. __ Walsh, James Dermot, 
Number of candidates, 62; passed, 36 
G CANDIDATES HAVE PASSED THE TRUST ACCOUNTS AND 
BooK-KEEPING PORTION ONLY :— 


Owen, Thomas 
(Wales). 

Philpot, William Radcliffe. 

Rogerson, Wilfred Chorley. 

Sessions, Lionel Frank, B.A. 
(Cantab). 

Shakespeare, 
(Oxon). 

a Charles James. 

Smith, John Carrington. 

Smith, William Napier. 

Teff, Solomon, B.A. (London). 

Thomas, Evan Bevan. 

Thornton, Norman Hardwicke. 

Turnbull, Donald, LL.B. (Leeds). 

Wardle, John. 

ard Harold. Wells, Alfred Jacob. 

wald  Killingbeck, Wills, Frederick. 






B.A. 





loyd. Francis, 






r James, 
iam. 






biston. 
Herbert. 






Anthony, 









Number of candidates, 57; passed, 51. 
’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Sonied W.C., 
19th November, 1915, 
By order of the Council, 
R. Cook, Secretary. 
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Law Students’ Society. 


“That the law of contraband as laid down in th 
London is inimical to Great Britain.” Mr, Mardé 
affirmative, and Mr. R, F. Levy, LL.B., in the negative 

members also spoke: Messrs. Padshah, Godwin 





or Lonpon Law Srupents’ Socrety.—At a meeting ba 
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Corday merited her death.’’ Mr. P. A. Wood opened in the affirma- 
tive, and. Miss Ashworth in the riegatve. The following members also 
spoke :—Messrs. Godwin, Blake, Gregorowski, Bradbury, Padshah, 
and Gallagher. The leaders replied, and on the motion being put to 
the meeting it was carried by six votes, 








Obituary. 
Mr. Oswald Hesketh Hanson. 


Details of the death of Lieutenant-Commander OswaLp H. Hanson, 
R.N.V.R., a member of the firm of Beamish, Hanson, Airy, & Feiling, 
solicitors, of 60, Lincoln’s Inn-tields, who was taken prisoner in the 
Antwerp operations in October of last year, have, says the 7'imes, just 
come to hand. The circumstances are those of a court-martial murder. 

It was at first believed that Lieutenant-Commander Hanson died at 
Halle, but it appears that he never reached that camp. On 10th October 
last year, while being marched along in the dark, ill and in a condition 
of delirium, he imagined that he saw British soldiers approaching. He 
called out to the visionary troops not to come near, as the Germans 
were there. For this he was condemned by the Germans to be shot, 
and he was executed the following morning. His family have learned 
that the ‘burial took place at Exaarde, in Belgium. 

The last letter received from Lieutenant-Commander Hanson bore the 
postmark Halle, but it is probable that this letter was given to a comrade 
to post. News of the officer's death also came first from Halle in a 
letter from a brother officer, hut no details were given in this message. 

Lieuvenant-Commander Hanson, who was admitted in 1898, had been 
an enthusiastic and capable officer of the Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve 
for over ten years, and had also been a member of the Inns of Court 
0.T.C. He was educated at Marlborough from 1886 to 1891, and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and was an M.A, of his University. He 
was not married, 

Lieutenant-Commander Hanson’s attachment to the R.N.V.R. is 
shared by his two brothers, both of whom are serving with that branch 
of the service, 










Mr. Harry S. Oppe. 


Lieutenant Harry 8. Opre, 11th, attached 6th Yorkshire Regiment, 
whose death was announced recently, was killed at the Dardanelles on 
6th November. He was the fourth son of the late 8. A. Oppé and 
Mrs, Oppé, of Pamber Heath, Basingstoke. He was born in 1880, and 
educated at Charterhouse, where he gained a leaving scholarship, and 
at New College> Oxford, of which he was History Scholar. He was 
placed in the first class in the Modern History Schools in 1903. After 
leaving Oxford he was articled pupil to Messrs. Hollams, Hawksley, 
& Coward, and in 1906 left London for Shanghai, where he became 
partner in the legal firm of Brown, Phillips, & White-Cooper. He 
obtained a commission through the British Legation at Peking, and, 
returning to England in March, 1915, he joined the 11th Yorkshire Regt 
ment, from which he was attached in September to the 6th Battalion 
for service in the Dardanelles, 


—_——_— 


Mr. Geoffrey B. Simpson. 


Captain Grorrrey Barnstey Simpson who died at Le Touquet of 
wounds received on 9th November, was the son of the late Mr. T. 8. 
Simpson, solicitor, Leeds, and Mrs. Simpson, of St. James’ Park, 
Harrogate. He was educated at Charnley Hall, Grange, Repton, and 
Trinity Hall, Cambridge, at which he obtained a law scholarship, and 

Both at Repton and at 


where he graduated in the Law Tripos in 1911. 
Cambridge he was a member of the O.T.C. On the outbreak of war 
he joined the 7th York and Lancaster Regiment as an officer, and in 
March obtained his captaincy. He went to the front in July. At the 
time of his death he was articled to his uncle, Mr. E. O. Simpson, 


solicitor, Leeds, of the firm of Simpson & Curtis. © Captain Simpson 
was a keen cricketer and hockey player, and was for some time captain 
of the Harrogate cricket eleven. His commanding officer writes ; “ Your 
son was a great favourite with us, and I do not exaggerate when I 
say that I looked upon him as one of my best officers. He always did 
his duty fearlessly and without any thought of sparing himself.” 


Mr. H. O. Bodvel-Roberts. 


Second Lieutenant Harotp Owen Bopver-Roperts, 7th London 
Regiment (T.F.), was the youngest son of the late J. H. Bodvel-Roberts, 
Clerk of the Peace for Carnarvonshire, and of Mrs. Bodvel-Roberts, of 
Cefnycoed, near Carnarvon. He was educated at Rugby School, from 
which he proceeded to New College, Oxford. After leaving Oxford he 
qualified as a barrister, subsequently becoming a solicitor and ‘being 
connected with the London City and Parochial Charities Trust. For 
Many years he was a member of the Inns of Court Volunteers. In 
August, 1914, he joined the 7th City of London Regiment, and he. had 

en out in France since March last. On 4th November he was awarded 
the Military Cross for conspicuous gallantry at Loos on 25th September 
last, when he led his men with great coolness and bravery against. the 
German counter-attack and was wounded in the abdomen. He died 
rom his wounds in hospital at Le Treport on 18th November, aged 
thirty-five years, 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Artuur Freperic Pererson, K.C., of Lincoln's Inn and of 
the Inner Temple, has been appointed one of the Justices of the High 
Court, Chancery Division. Mr. Peterson, who is fifty-six years of age, 
was educated at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, and was called to 
the Bar by Lincoln’s Inn in 1886. He took silk in 1906. 

Mr. Ricsy Puri Watson Swirt, K.C., has been appointed to be 
Recorder of the Borough of Wigan, in the room of Sir Lancelot San- 
derson, who resigned on his appointment as Chief Justice of the High 
Court of Judicature, Calcutta. 

Mr. Tuomas Morpaunt Snaccr, K.C., has been appointed. to be 
tecorder of the Borough of Ludlow, in the room of Mr. Henry David 
Greene, K.C., deceased. - 

Mr. Hersert Francis Manisty, K.C., has been appointed to be His 
Majesty's Attorney-General of the County Palatine of Durham. 

Mr. Arthur Wriuiam Bairstow, K.C., has been appointed to be His 
Majesty’s Solicitor-General of the County Palatine of Durham. 

Mr. Wriu1Am James Waveu, K.C., has been appointed to be Recorder 
of the City of Sheffield, in the room of Mr. John Scott Fox, K.C., 
who resigned on his appointment as a County Court Judge. 

Mr. Epwarp Atrrep Mircnett-Innes, K.C., has been appointed 
to be Recorder of the Borough of Middlesbrough, in the room of 
Mr. William James Waugh, K.C., resigned. 


Mr. Warp Cotprince, K.C., who has practised in Mr. Justice Joyce's 
court, has now taken his seat in Mr. Justice Neville’s court. 

Mr. ArNotp Hersert, K.C., who has practised until lately in Mr, 
Justice Younger’s court, will attach himself in future to the court of 
Mr. Justice Peterson. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Frank Kimper Butt, James Fercus Duncan, and Jonn KENNETH 
3ousFIELD Dawsewn, solicitors (Kimber, Bull, & Duncan), 6, Old Jewry, 
London, E.C. September 29. (Gazette, November 19. 


General. 


A Reuter’s message from Melbourne, dated 19th November, says 
that the Federal Government has suspended all enemy trade-marks. 

Sir F. E. Smith states in Parliamentary papers that it will become 
necessary at some convenient period to give an authoritative definition 
of the words ‘‘ for the period of the war’’ and ‘‘ during the continuance 
of the present war.’’ 

A Berne dispatch of 19th November states that the Swiss Import 
Trust has begun work. As announced by the Foreign Office, the object 
of the trust is to facilitate the entrance into Switzerland of goods on 
the lists of contraband and restricted exports of the Allied countries. 

The Commissioner of Police has replied to local authorities who have 

made representations to him in regard to the speed of motor-omnibuses 
and other mechanically-propelled vehicles in the darkened streets that 
the police will do their best to prevent undue speed both by day and at 
night. ‘ 
In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Asquith, replying. to Sir 
E. Cornwall, who asked whether, having regard to the need of economy 
and the condition of business in the Chancery Division, he would post- 
pone the appointment of a successor to Mr. Justice Joyce, said :—This 
point has been carefully considered. I am informed by the Lord Chan- 
cellor that the business of the Chancery Divjsion cannot be dealt with 
effectively by a reduced number of judges. The vacancy created by the 
resignation of Mr. Justice Joyce has therefore been filled. 

Shipowners having expressed great hostility to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer’s proposed amendment to the Finance Bill calling for the 
payment of the excess profits tax on sales of shipping since the begin- 
ning of the war, the comparison to be made with values on Wth June, 
1914, the amendment has been withdrawn. A Cardiff message relating 
to the withdrawal states that the proposal, if carried, would have 
involved Cardiff shipowners in the payment of over £250,000. Profits 
and losses on such transactions have always been treated as apprecia- 
tion or depreciation of capital, and therefore outside income-tax 
assessment. 

In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer, having been asked by Sir G. Robertson whether in the Govern- 
ment scheme for workmen’s savings it was contemplated that the £1 
bonds should be transferable by delivery, and, if so, how it was pro- 
posed to prevent their passing into general use as currency, said :—In 
outlining the scheme I certainly did not contemplate the issue of an 
instrument which would be available for currency purposes. It would 
clearly be necessary that the bonds or deposit receipts should be non- 
negotiable, otherwise one of the main purposes of the scheme—namely, 
from being converted into cash before maturity 


to prevent the security 
; defeated. 


except at the cost of some loss of interest—would be 
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An annuity of £3,500 for life has been granted to Sir Matthew Ingle 
Joyce, late one of the Justices of the High Court of Justice. 


In the House of Commons, on Monday, Lord R. Cecil stated, in reply 
to Sir J. D. Rees, that since the Netherlands Oversea Trust was a purely 
Dutch institution, established by Dutch traders for the purpose of con 
trolling Dutch trade and adapting it to the conditions created by th 
war, he feared that it was impossible to adopt the suggestion, which 
had been considered, that arrangements should be made for the repre 
sentation of British shipowners and merchants on the trust. 

According to a statement issued by the Board of Trade last week th« 
number of persons who left to take up permanent residence in places 
out of Europe during the month of October was 9,594, as compared with 
19,626 in the corresponding month last year. In the ten months ended 
with October the total number of British and alien emigrants was 
72,139, as against 206,971 in the corresponding period last year. British 
subjects formed 67,465 of the total number emigrating in the past ten 
months. 

Mr. Justice Low, says the Morning Post, was asked at Manchester 
on Tuesday by the Chief Constable of the city to direct what should 
be done with £70 and other property now in his possession belonging 
to Gerald Fitzgerald, under sentence of eight years’ penal servitude 
for matrimonial frauds. His Lordship said that as no evidence was 
him that the money was the proceeds of the frauds which 
Fitzgerald had committed he would make no order. The Chief Con 
stable must was advised. 

In the House of Commons on Wednesday Sir H. Craik asked whether 
the treaty of 1866, which confirmed the gift of the Ionian Islands to 
Greece, and by which the independence of Greece as a constitutional 
monarchy was guaranteed by Great Britain, France, and Russia, retained 
its binding force, in view of the present relations between the Greek 
Government and the Parliament, the powers of which were now virtually 
in abeyance. Lord R. Cecil; I do not think it can be said at present 
that the conditions of the treaty have been violated. 

In the House of Commons on Wednesday Sir J. 
Mr. R. M‘Neill with regard to the internment o1 
enemies, said; There has been no modification in the policy announced 
by the Prime Minister on 13th May, and the process of interning and 
repatriating all alien enemies not exempted by the Advisory Committees 
is practically complete. The number interned has risen from 19,569 on 
13th May to 32,440 on the 22nd inst., a net increase of 12,871. The 
number repatriated in the same period, including children, is 9,469. The 
figures as to the applications for exemption are as follows :—Internment ; 
Number of applicants, 15,410; number exempted, 7,348. Repatriation : 
Number of applicants, 17,473; number exempted, 15,071, of whom 9,866 
are women. 

Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., says the Morning Post, in opening the 
London Sessions on Tuesday, commented on the gratifying diminution 
of crime. The earlier closing of public-houses, he said, had no doubt 
done a good deal, and the new drinking hours order coming into opera 
on Monday next would also be beneficial. It was necessary in 
these days that there should be that restraint which would add to the 
efficiency of the workers. Anything which would really promote the 
true interests of the country, however inconvenient it might be to 
individuals, or that was for the general good, must be heartily welcomed 
by every true citizen. : 

For the first time for over 100 years, says the City Editor of the 
Morning Post, Consols on Tuesday were actually quoted below 58, 
though it has to be remembered that when a similar quotation was 
touched in Napoleonic times the rate of interest was 3 per cent., as 
compared with 24 per cent. at the present time. Moreover, as explained 
in the City Article, Tuesday's fall was of a purely nominal character, 
In other words, an artificial minimum of 65 has been maintained for 
Consols for many months past, and on Tuesday the minimum price was 
removed not only from Consols but from a number of other important 
securities. As a result there a general adjustment of values to 
what may be described as a more natural level, but if during the next 
few weeks this fall should result in freer dealings in these securities, not 
only is a partial recovery in values probable, but what may have been 
temporarily lost in the way of capital value will have been made up 
by greater liquidity of our wealth as represented in securities through 
greater freedom of market dealings. If this should prove to be the 
case, there will probably be a movement in the New Year for the removal] 
of minimum prices in other groups of securities. 
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The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
Oxford ’’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homea@’’ and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from th 
inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and yveneral appear 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The ‘‘ Oxford" is only genuine when connected with tix 
name of WittiAM Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auctior Sales. 
December 7, 14.—Messrs. RoGERS, CHAPMAN & THOMAS, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Ground Rents and Freehold Investment (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
December 15.—Messrs. Epwin Fox, BURNETT & BADDELEY, at the Mart, at 2: City 
of London Freehold Property (see advertisement, back page, this week). 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice 
Date. ROTA. No. 1 Joxor. 
Monday ..Nov. 29 Mr. Farmer M Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday ...... : Synge Charch 
Wednesday , Dec. Church Leach 
Thursday Greswell 
Friday Jolly 
Satanday Bloxam 
Mr. Justice 
Date. EVE. 
Monday .. Nov. 29 Mr.,Borrer 
Tuesday ...... 39 Leach 
Wednesday Dec. ! Greswell 
F coos 3 Jolly 


Bloxam 
Saturday Synge 


Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 
Mr. Bloxam 
Jolly 
Synge 
Farmer 
Church 
Goldschmidt 
Mr. Justice 
YOUNGER. 
Mr. Church 
Farmer 
Goldschmi:' 
Leach 
Borrer 
Greswell 


r. Leach 
Goldschmidt 
Borrer 
Synge 
Farmer 
Church Jolly 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. ASTBURY. 

Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt 

Borrer Bloxam 

Jolly Farmer 

Bloxam Church 

Goldschmidt Greswell 

Farmer Leach 


Borrer 


Synge 


1 
2 
amare 3 
4 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 12. 


BEATEN METAL Co., Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Stanley 
Lane, 33, Waterloo st, Birmingham, liquidator. ; 

BONTHRON AND Co., LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec “13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. William 
Albert Schultz, 50, Cannon st, liquidator. 

J. G. Bors, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 4, send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Francis James Livesey, 42, Essex st, liquidator. 

BRITISH PURE FUEL, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 22,to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Campion, 25, Lron gate, Derby, liquidator ' 

James KootH & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims,to James Booth, 
Ardencote, Claverdon, near Warwick, liquidator. é 

OLYMPIA (LEICESTER) LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, to send their 
names and »ddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Bate- 
man, 26, 8t Peterszate, Stockport, liquidator. 

Miss 8. E. Brown Lrp. (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors arerequired,on or 
before Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, toJ. A. Campbell, 17, South st, liquidator. 

CLAYTONS, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Messrs. Fincham‘ Partridge 
& Co., 3, Warwick ct, Gray's inn, on behalf of Benjamin Thomas Norton and Albert 
Henry Partridge, the joint liquidators. 

Tr £, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Alexander Roberts, 
6), Watling st, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 16 

FLASHO PoLisHu, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Frederick William 
Carder, Liverpool rd, Stoke on Trent, iquidator. 

H. G. TAYLor’s GArace, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to seni 
their names and addresses, and the particulirs of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Hodgkinson. 95, Colmore row, Birmingham, liquidator. 

TATTERSALL AND H1icsoy, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on er before Dec 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Mr. George Proctor, 3, Grimshaw st, Burniey, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 12. 


Heading 8 lines. 
Burma Trust, Ltd. 
Jacob Barstow & Sons, Ltd. 
A. Roux & Co, Ltd. 
James Booth & Co, Ltd. 
Etton Steamship Co, Ltd. 


Zungon Mines, Ltd. 
Sharman’s Patent Syphon Co, Ltd. 
Post Printing Press, Ltd. 
Turner & Sons, Ltd. 
New Things, Ltd. 
Bonthron & Co, Ltd. 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. 16. 
Dutch Lager Beer Importers, Ltd, 
Lancashire and Central Counties Vacuum 
Cleaner Co, Ltd. 
Inter-Transport Co, Ltd. 


Tattersall and Higson, Ltd. 
Heywood & Co, (Royton), Ltd. 
Awora Film Co, Ltd. 

Blaen Cwm Colliery (1911), Ltd. 
Henry Stark, Son and Hamilton, Ltd. Friswells, Ltd. 

Hungerford Engineering Co, Ltd. New Braich Slate Quarries; Ltd. 
Associated County Halls and Theatres, Ltd. James Smith (Dukinfield), Ltd. 
Dee Pilot Boat Co, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 12. 

ARKELL, WILLIAM, Kempsford, Glos, Farmer Dec 14 Hitchman& Co, Fairford, Glos 
AsH, JesErH, Leamington, Warwick Dec20 Barton & Kentish, Birmingham 
BANNERMAN, LOUISA CONSTANCE, Cheltenham Dec 27 Williams, Cheltenham 
BEAVER, JOHN, Preston Dec13 Jukes, Preston ‘ 
BEETHAM, GEORGE, Wetherby gdns, Kensington Dec 24 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 
BENTON, JOHN, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Brewer Decl Higgs & Son, Brierley Hill 
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BOWERS, SALOME, Pelsall, Staffs Jan4 Rigbey, Birmingham 

BRADNEY , Capt. PHILIP Epwiy, West Grinstead, Sussex 
coln’s inn fields 

Brewer, WILLIAM HENRY, Titchfield terr, Regent’s Park Dec 12 Devonshire & C» 
Frederick's pl, Old Jewry . 

BURTON, ALBERT EpwINn, Wishbech Saint Peter, Cambridge Dec 11 Southwell & 
Dennis, Wisbech ; itt 

CHURCHILL, EpITH MARIA, South st, Thurloe sq Dec 14 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn 
fields 


CoopeR, MARGARET, Ashton under Lyne Dec4 Heathcot> & Webb, Dukinfleld 

Cooper, SUSANNAH, East Molesey, Surrey Dec 18 Torr & Vo, Bedford row 

DALRYMPLE, IAN DOUGLAS, ‘ adnam, Southampton Dec10 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

DAVIS, ANNE, Rams ate Wec 10 K & W Dani+!, Ramegate ‘ 

PEACON, JAMES ALBERT Chichester Dec 31 Town:end & Co, Swindon 

prxon, Lucy, Dolefield Marple Dec 24 Innes, Manchester . 

DOWELL, JANE, Leinster gins, Bayswater Dec 22 Davis & Taylor, Linooln’s inn flelds 

DOWNEY, WILLIAM, Ebury st, Photographer Dec 31 Arnould & Son, New ct 

DUNHILL, ALFRED, Market Weighton, Yorks Dec 23 Robson, Pocklington 

ELLIS, HARRY, Finsbury rd, Wood Green, Furrier Dec 31 Webster, Carey st 

ELSLEY, THOMAS WILLIAM JAMES, New Southgate, Middlx, Postman Dec 11 Smith 
Lime st 

Eves, MaRY ANN, Grafton mans, Clepham Dec13 Parsons & Co, Regent st 

FARWELL, Capt WILLIAM, JP, Burnham, Bucks Dec 15 Capron & Co, Savile p!, 
Conduit st 

Forp, THOMAS, Coleman st, Law Stationer Dec 24 Blachford & Co, Walbrook 

FORSTER, JOSEPH, Fourstones, Northumberland Decl4 Baty & Fisher, Hexham 

Gaze, ANNIR, Park rd, West Dulwich Dec 10 Woodbridge & Sona, Serjeant’. inn 

GLOVER, WILLIAM HENRY, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Shipping Freight Clerk Dec 16 Glover, 
Liverpool 


| 


| 


TEMPLE, JOSIAH, Crown Hil', Norwood Dec 31 Hays & Co, Clement's In 


Dec 13 Bockett & Co, Lin- | THomas, DAVID, Swansea Decl James, Swansea 


TIDSWELL, SAMUEL WAITE, Dovercourt, Essex Decl Ward & Co, Harwich 

— tICHARD STONEY, Hove, Sussex, BA Dec 24 Cushman & Cunningham, 
Brighton 

TRINDER, ARNOLD JAMES, Leadenhall st Dec24 Trinder & Co, Leadenhal! st 


| UNSWORTH, ROBERT HaRRy, Ipswich, Engineer Dec 24 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 


| WATKINS, MARY, Haverfordwest Nov23 Price & Son, Haverfordwest 


| WHITESIDE, JOHN, Manchester Dec16 Rylance & Sons, Minchester 


WILKINSON, AYRTON ELTOPT, Colna, Lancs Dec 12 Bracewell. Colne 

WILLIAMS, MARY ANN ELIZABETH JANE, Cardiff -Dec 15 *pencer & Evans, Cardiff 
WILLIAMS, SARAH, Plumstead, Kent Dec29 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Woop, PERCY, Nottingham, Solicitor Dec 21 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 


| Woopoock, ALICE EMILY, Worthing Dec 14 Verrall & Sons, Worthing 


Goocn, WILLIAM FREDERICK, St lecnards on Sea Dec 31 Merriuans, Mitre ct, | 


Temple 

GOODWIN, Saray, Lower Boddington, Northampton Dec15 Pellatt & Pellat’', Ban- 
bury, Oxon 

Goonrsax, MARY ANN, Amersham, Bucks Dec 13 Uendon & Carpenter, Budge row 

GRIFFITHS, GEORGE HENRY WHITMORE, West Lavington, Wilts Dec 1 Behrend & Co, 
Su-rey st 

GRUNDY, Som RELPH GREENHOW, Blackpo'l Dec 8 Butcher & Barl w, Bury 

GwyN, TATHAM Malton, Yorks Dec10 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

HENLEY, GEORGE, Grantham, Licensed Victualler Decl Norton, Grantham 

HENSHALL, MARY, Swinton, Lancs Jan 31 Wilson, Manchester 

Hopson, ALEXANDER, Monerieff st, Peckham, Blind Manufacturer Dec13 Hubbard & 
Co, Cannon st A 

Jackson, Bersy, Tunbridge Wells Dec31 Martin|& Co, Liverpool 

Jones, HENRY WILLIAM, Herbert rd, Woolwich Dec 20 Bransbury, Pancras In 

Jones, WILLIAM HuMPaREY, Liverpool Dec 21 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

JoRDAN, JOHN JOSEPH, Heaton Norris, Lancs Dec 20 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Kerrs, WILLIAM, Buckhurst Hill, Essex,Job Master Dec 13 Metcalfe, Minories 

KING, JAMES GODSELL, Stonehouse, Glos Decl’ Witch«ll & Sons, Stroud : 

LANGLANDS, MARGARET ISABELLA, Bellevue Township, Johannesburg, South Africa 
Dec 24 Hughes & Co, Budge row 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. 16. 


ASHWORTH, FRANK, Rhos on Sea, Denbigh Dec 12 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

BAMBER, MARY ANN, Brist»l, Massachusetts, USA Dec 14 Bond & Son, Manchester 

BELLAS, ROBERT, Moor, ur Keswick, Cumberland Decll Broatch & Son, Keswick 

BEVAN, MARTHA, Aberbargoed, Mon Dee 13 Spickett & Sons, Bargoed 

BLOOMFIELD, ALFRED, Great Glemham, Suffolk Dec 18 Ling & Son, Framlingham 

BUSHELL, JOHN WILLIAM, Gillingham, Kent Dec 16 Thomas, st Helens, Lancs 

BUTCHER, WILLIAM JAMES EDWARD, Deptford, Kent, .Engineer Dec 17 Mallinson, 
Fenchurch st 

Cox, GEORGE Ross, Minygarth, Anglesey Dec 20 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

COXSHALL, GEGRGE CURTIS, Headcorn, Kent Decl Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 

DAY, HMMA JANE, Norwich Dec 1 Preston & Son, Norwich 

DICKENSON, ELIZA LAURA GERALDINE, Bath Dec18 Ingle, Bath 

ELDER, JAMES, Catford, Kent Dec18 Theodore & Co, Clement's inn, Strand 

ELLIOTT, RoBERT, Whitby Dec 81 Seaton & Co, Whitby 

EVERITT, MARIA, Vant rd, Tooting Feb12 Webster & Co, Bouverie st 

FIELD, CHARLES WHEELER, Liscard, Chester, Chemical Manufacturer Dec 10 Collins 
& Co, Liverpool 

FoRD, Mrs ADELAIDE, Brighton Dec 20 Eggar & Co, Brighton 

ForD, JosrrPH, Harborne, nr Birmingham Jan12 Evans & Son, Waleall 

FRANKEN, PieRRE, Boulevard St Martin, Paris Dec1l McMillan & Mott Clement's In 

GILMORE, Rev JAmMkS, Brookhill, Sheffield Dec31 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 

GODLEY, JOHN, Dewstury Dec9 Brearley & Sn, Batley 

GREEN, ELIZABETH MARY, Brighoon Dec 15 Williams, Brighton 

GROUT, FREDERICK, Brighton, Confectioner D2c20 Nye & Clewer, Brighton 

HAMPTON, MARY ANN, Wes:moreland pl, Pimlico Dec 18 Goddard & Co, Clement's 
inn, Strand 


| HARROP, MARGARET JESSIE, West Kirby, Cheshire Dec 20 Woolcctt & Co, West 


Kirby, Cheshire 
HART, THRODORA MANFIELD, formerly Hercules rd, Holloway Jan 24 Yarde & Co, 
Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn 
HASTIE, JANET, Houghton le Spring, Durham Dec 20 Priddin, H ughton le Spring 
HOARE, Sir SAMUEL, Bart, Sidestrind, Norfolk Dec15 Dawes & Son, Birchin In 


| JONES, RICHARD, Runcorn,Chester Dec 20 Burton. Runcorn 


Lewis, Extc VAUGHAN, Chesterfield, Derby, Solicitor Nov 27 Davies & Co, Chester- | 
field 


e 

LinpsEy, HARRY, Bury St Edmunds, Draper Dec18 Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 

LAURENCE, BERTIE STANDISH, South sq, Gray's inn Dec 25 Skelton, Lincoln's 
inn flelds 


KIRK, JAMES, Stockp irt, Chester Nov30 Smith & Brooks, Manchester 
Lacy, Captain Francis Prior, Cambridge, Mining Engineer Dec 2) 
George st, Mansion House 


Greenip & Co 


| LAVERTY, JOHN JAMES, Eastbourne Dec 23 Banes, Broadway, Stratford 


LAURENCE, RALPH NEVILLE. Wimbledon Park rd, Wimblelon Dec 25 Skeiton, Lin- | 


coln's inn fields 7 
MAGRATH, GERALDINE MARY, Caterham Valley, Surrey Dec 18 Show, Clement's ina 
MARTINDALE, EMILY, Weimar,Germany Decl Freshfields, Old Jewry 
MATHER, FREDERICK, Heybrook, Rochdale, Beerseller Nov 30 Dutton & Son, 


Mavupg, JoHN ASHLEY, New Romney, Kent, Barrister at Law Dec 15 Preston & | 


Foster, Craig's Court House, Charing Cross 

MICKLETHWAITE, MARGARET ELEANOR, Harrogate, Yorks Dec13 Roche & Co, Church 
ct, Old Jewry 

MILLER, HENRY CLEVELAND, Talbot rd, Bayswater, Civil Engineer Dec 15 Mason & Co, 
High Holborn E 

MILLs,GeoRGE, Wandsworth Bridge rd, Fulham Dec 14 Johnstone & Williams, Not- 
tingham 

NOWELL “NER BARNARD, Prioryrd, Hampstead Deci2 Kays & Jones, Norfolk st 

Pain, WILLIAM, Worthing Dec13 Melvill & Co Worthing 

PaTRick, FRANCIS JosEPH, Enid st, Bermondsey, Beer Retailer Dec 12 Millar &, Sons, 
St Thomas’ st, London Bridge 

Pearson, EMMA, Armley, Leeds Dec 9 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

PHILLIPS, JOHN NOEL, Athalmer, British Columbia Jan 31 Ruston & Co, Norfolk st 

Puxon, EMMA, Worthing Decil4 Verrall & Sons, Worthing . 

RUSSELL, THOMAS, Cheltenham Dec8 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 

RyAX, JOHN, Northleach, Glos, Surgeon Dec 31 Stephens, Northleach, Glos 

SHARP, ANNIE MARY, Ufton, Berks Dec 381 Merrimans, Mitre ct, lemple 

Stums, JAMES, Old Chariton, Kent, Mathematical Instrament Maker Dec 15 Mason 
& Co, High Holborn 

SIMPSON, JAMES ALFRED, Southsea Dec 25 Paris & Co, Southampton 

SurrH, Joun JAMES, Narborough, Leicester Dec6 Freer & Co, Leicester 

SpeTTISWwOODE, WILLIAM HuGH, Pembroke sq, Middix Dec 22 Farrar & Co, Lincoln's 

inn fields 

SYER, Harry, Purley, Surrey Dec13 Harford & Harford, King st 

SYKES, Joz, Oldham Dec 13 Taylor & Buckley, Oldham 

TAVERNER, CHARLES HAMILTON, Pegan Saan, Batavia,Java Jan31 Wiseman, East st, 
Barking 


LLOYD, JoHN, Esq, JP, Dec 24 Hunter & Haynes, New sq 
MCLAUGHLIN, JAMES, Birmingham, Furniture Painter Dec 8 Davis & Oerton, Birming- 
ham 


| MACFIE, WILLIAM, Heve, Sussex, Tailor Jan1 Taylor & Co, Billiter st 


MARTIN, ELLEN Mary, Whiteh lict Dec 17 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 

MEENAGH, DANIEL, Clay Cross, Derby Dee17 Ward & Co, Chesterfield 

MILLS ELIZABETH ANN, Otford, Kent Dec3 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks Py 

MORRIS, CHARLES, Cumberland house, Kensington ct Jan10 Zeffertt & Co, Union ct, 
Old Broad st 

MOSSMAN, S\MUEL THOMAS, Gauden rd, Clapham, Licensed Victualler Nov 30 Turner, 
Dunedin house, Basinghal! av 

OMMANNEY, CHARLES HENRY, CMG, Little Berkhamst:d, Herts Dec 15 Sutton & Co, 
Great Winchester st 

PADDON, AGNES, Bristol Dec1 Dixon & Dixon, Bristol 

PHILLIPS, EDMUND, and FRANCES CATHERINE PHILLIPS, Manchester Dec18 John Stott 
and Walter Stott, 10, Norfolk st, Manchester 

PHILPOTS, EDWARD PAYNE, Bournemouth Dec 25 Chamberlain & Co, Stone bligs 

POTTER, JOHN, Barnsley Dec 18 Dibb & Clegg, Barnsley 

RAMSDEN, JAMES, Bury, Lancs Dec13 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

SoorT, Captain JAMES CREAGH RICHARD, Eccleston sq Dec 18 Walters & Co, 
New sq 


| SHAW, MARY, Salterhebble, Halifax Dec 14 Dey, Halifax 
| STENT, CAROLINE, Patney hill, Surrey Jan 11 Gordon, Golden sq. Regent st 
| STOKER, JANE, South Gosforth, Northumberland Dec 8 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 


n Tyne 


| apo 
STURGE, ROBERT FOWLER, Clifton, Bristol, Land Agent Dec 17 Sturge, Bristol 


eee > Manchester, Umbrella Manufacturer Dec 1 Lloyd & Davies, Mau- 

chester 

WASSALL, MARION, Birmingham Jan 21 Springthorpe & Holcroft, Birmingham 

WATSON, THOMAS, Bradford Nov 30 Hammond, Bradford 

WILSON, SARAH ANN, Ipswich Nov13 Kersey, Ipswich 

Witt, TANSLEY, Teddington, Chartered Accountant Dee 31 Lewin & Co, Millbank 
house, Westminst>r 

Woop, Exiza, Eccles, Lancs Dec14 Bond & Son, Manchester 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STRAT, t0NDON, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. : 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for imsertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
. a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
APPLY FOR PROSPEGTUS. 


application. 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 12. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


AMSCHEWITZ, Istpor, Threadneedle st, Stockbroker’s 
Clerk Nov 22 ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ASPINALL, RopEeRt, Rochdale, Farm Labourer Nov 23 at 
11.30 Town Hall, Rochdale 

BLAKELEY, SAMUEL FITZGERALD, Dorchester, Dorset, 
Chemist's Assistant | Nov 20 at12.45 Off Rec, City 
chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Booker, THOMAS JAMES, P.nshurst, Kent. Licensed Vio- 
tualler Nov 19at2.80 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

BROADBENT, RonERT, Mountain Ash, Glam, Fishmonger 
Nov 2% at 11.16 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, 3t. 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

DEARLOVE, ROBERT JOSEPH, Duke st, Grosvenor tq, Tailor 
Nov 22 at ll Bankruptcy — Carey st 

DICKERSON, GEORGE, St Leon on Sea, Coal Agent 
Nov 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

Naprek, GEeORGE CARLEINGTON, South Shields, Peer 
Retailer Nov 23atil Off Rec, 30, Mosely st, New- 
castle u Tyne 

OvrEeR, WILLIAM, JOHN, Hove, Sussex Nov 19 at 12 
Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

RANKIN, JOnN, Cardiff, Draper Nov 19 at 3 Off Rec, 117, 
St Mary at, Cardiff 

REID, JAMES, Fleetwood, Lancs, Tailor 
Off Rec, 18, Winckley at, Preston 

RUSSELL, SELINA, Sheffield, Nov 22at% Off Rec, Figtree 
In, Sheffield 

SPRECKLEY, JAMES POOLE, Syresham, Northampton, Far- 
mer Nov 19at12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 


Nov 22 at 1! 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


SAMUEL FITZGERALD, Dorchester, Dorset 


BLAKELEY, 
Dorchester Pet Novs Ord 


Chemist's Assistant 

Novs 
Booker, THOMAS 

Victualler Tunbridge Wells 


JAMES, Penshurst, Kent, Licensed 
Pet Nov 4 Ord 


Nov 8 

Bort, LINDLEY ALEXANDER, Witham, Essex, Commercial 
Traveller Chelmsford Pet Nov? Ord Nov 9 

BROADBEST, ROBERT, rw 5 Ash, Glam, Fishmonger 
Aberdare Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

BROOKS, ALBERT Bedford, Butcher, Bedford Pet Nov 8 
Ord Novs 

Cummines, RICHARD, Northampton, Dyer and 
Cleaner Northampton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Davipsox, P M, Greenwich, Kent, Credit Draper Green- 
wich Pet Septi4 Ord Nov 9 

ELms, WILLIAM, Trethomas, or Bedwas, Ben, Sami 
Draper Newport, Mon Pet Novs Ord Nov8 

GARDNER. ALBERT, Pulborough, Sussex, Engineer 
Brighton Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

GRANTHAM, SipnBy, Hessle, Yorks, Farmer Kington up » 
Hull Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

a pm TaMAR, Liandudno Bangor Pet Nov® Ord 

ov 


Hucnes, JouN CHARLES, Great Getty, Newsagent 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

aguas, Suemas WILLIAM, Broad In, "south Tottenham 

Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8s 

Sar FRRDH, ' scepmemmene Fruiterer Poole “Pet Nov 
9 Ord Nov 9 

MEGAINEY, PETER, mem, Painter Birmingham 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Moopy, JAMES, by neat m Hull, Painter Kingston 
upoa Hall “Pos Novo 

mane, Jouy, Cardiff, Sedpar Cardiff? Ord Nov6 Pet 

ove 

TERBIT, THOMAS, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer Birming- 
ham Ord Nov9 Pet Nov9 

WIBBERLEY, WILLIAM, Swansea, Baker 
Nov10 Pet Nov 10 

Youne, ALFRED Gray THomson, Sunderland, 
Sunderland Pet Sept 2 Ord Now 6 


Dry 





Swanssa Ord 


Dentist, 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


APPLEYARD, FRANK Skirbéck nr Bostop, Lincs, Labourer 
Boston Pet Nov 13 @rd Nov 13 

BeoTtH, HAROLD V, Seuth Crosland, ~; — - ee 
Farmer Haddersfield Pet ‘ict 16 ora 8 ov 12 

BRANAGAN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Hazel 
Dealer Stockport Pet Nov 12 

Camm, Joserm Ronegart, St Andrew's, B ristol, Lithographic 
Printer Bristol "bet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

GENTLE, ALFRED JAMES, Colne, Lancs, Motor Haulage 
Contractor Burnley Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 18 

GRUBS, MAGDALEN, Copenhagen st, Islington High 
Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 12 

HAM, CHARLES, Exeter, Cider Merchant Exeter Pet Nov 
3 


Ord Nov 8 

LAMBERT, Jons#, Worksop, General Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

LAURENCE, JouN Espace, Kast Dereham, Norfolk Butcher 
Norwich Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Leck, JAMES sewer, Dawlish, Devon, Miller Exeter Pet 

Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
H, Internment Camp, Alexandra Park, Baker 

bit Court Pet Sept2i Ord Nov 11 

SHELTON, SAMUEL BERRY, Batley, Yorks, Baker Dews- 
bu Pet Novill Ord Nov 11 

TALLY, MILES CORNELIUS, jun, Capel, Paddock Wood, 
Kent, Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 12 Ord 


SHA 


Nov 
Whrrs, Hanoup Eoertox, Manchester, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer Manchester Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
WILEINe, ARTHOR BONVILLE, Finsbury pay High Court 
PetAug6 Ord Nov li 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
Trethomas, nr Bedwas, Mon, General 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, 


GARDNER, ALBERT, tong h, Sussex, Engineer Nov 24 
at 239 Off Rec, arlborough pl, Brighton 
GRANTHAM, SIDNEY, flees'er Yorks, Farmer Nov 2% at 11 
Off Rec, York CityiBank chnbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
cn, MAGDALEY. Copenhagen st, Islington Nov 2 at 
ae bl Carey st 
HaM, nan, Deere, der Merchant Nov 25 at 11 30 
Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Banpooe JOHN, Halifax, Printer Nov 2% af 11 County 
Court Heuse, Prescott st, Halifax 
Hvenes, JoHN CHARLES, Great Grimsby,! Newsagent 
Nov 28 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 
LLoYp, Grorce Francis, Northampton, Accountant 
Nov 23 at 11.33 Off Rec, ‘The Parade, Northan.pton 
Look, JamMEs EDWIN, Dawlish, Devon, Miller Nov 26 at 12 
Off Rec, 9, B: dford circus, Exeter 
MACKEY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Broad In, South Tottenham, 
Fishmonger Nov 24at 11 14, Bedford Row’ 
MONatk, JoHN JamEs. Ode'l, Beds Nov 2 at 3.30 
Messrs Halliley and Morrison's, Mill st, Bedford 
MAY. FREpERIC, Bournemouth, Fruiterer Nov 23 at 2.30 
ae chmbcs (first floor), Yelverton rd, Bourne- 
mout 
MEGAINEY, P+ TER, Birmingham, Painter Nov 24 at 11.30 
uskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Moopy, JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Painter Nov 24 at 
230 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbe, Lowgate, Hull 
RASHLEY, JOHN FRANK, Maltou, Yorks, Florist Nov 30 
at4d Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 
REGAN, WILLIAM J, Clement's In Decl at 12 
a og Ae Carey st 
SHatTs, H, Internment Camp, Alexandra Park, Baker 
Dec 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
TEBsIT, THOMAS, Birminghom, Furniture Dealer Nov 26 
s oe Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora ion st, Bi. m- 
ogha 
Unwis, Epira Mary, Ashbourne Golder’s Green 
Nov 24 at 12 14, Bedford row 
WALTER, CHRISTINA LYDIA, Stoke upon Trent Nov 23 at 
12 on Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire 
WILKINS, ARTHUR BONVILLE, Finsbury pav Dec 2 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
YOUNG, TREVOR FITZGERALD, Hendon, Engineer Nov 24 
at 11.30 14, Bedford row 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


FRANK, Skirbeck, nr Boston, 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 138 

THOMAS WILLIAM, Hazelgrove, Chester. 
nae Coffee Dealer Stockport Pet Novi2 Ord 
ov 12 


BRIDGETT, SAMUEL, Leigh, Staffs, Coal Merchant 
on Trent Pet Octi4 Ord Nov 11 
CAMM, JosEPH RoBERT, Bristol, peg Printer 
tol Pet Novl12 Ord Novl 
DEARLOVE, ROBERT JOSEPH, Duke st, ~~ pee sq, 
Tailor HighCourt Pet Oct 19 Ord Novl 
DICKERSON, GEORGE, St Leonards on Sea Coal a House 
Agent Hastings Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 1 
Frost, ToM, Fulham Palace rd High Court Pet Sept 16 
Ord Nov 12 
GENTLE, ALFRED JAMES, Co'ne. Lencs, Motor Haulage 
Contractor Burnley P.t Nov /3 Ord Nov 13 
GROVER, CHARLES THEODORE, and WILLIAM TALBOT, 5 
Mary Axe, East India Merchants High Court Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Nev li 
HAM, CHARL'S Exeter, Cider Merchant Exeter Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 8 
KINNEAR, CHARLES MAXWELL, Upper naan pl Corn 
Merchant High Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Novi 
LAMBERT, JOHN, Worksop, Dealer Shemela 
Ord Nov 12 Pet Nov 12 
Leen JOHN EsBAGE, East Derehan?, Norfolk, Butcher 
orwich Ord Nov 12 Pet Nov 12 
Lock, JAMES EpwIs, Dawlish, Devon, Miller Exeter Ord 
Nov 12 Pet Nov 12 
SHELTON, SAMUEL Beary, Batley, Yorks, Baker Dews- 
bury Ord Nov 11 Pet Nov ll 
MILES CORNELIUS, jun, Capel, Paddock Wooi, 
K Builder Tunbridge "Wells Ord Nov 12 Pet 
ov i2 
WALTER, CHRISTINA eee, Stoke — Trent Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 13 
Wuitz, HAROLD onnen 'Manchester, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer Mane Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
W1JK, CaRL O, Farnborough, Hants, Timber Merchant 
Guildford Pet June 26 Ord Nov 11 
WILKINSON, NORMAN, Huddersfield, \ ae Draper Hud- 
dersfield Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov1 
WINSTANLEY, HENRY, West Melton. Yorks, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Sheffield Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 12 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


STREET, ALMA MADELINE, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Ord Nov 1 Adjud, Nov1 Annul and Res Nov 11 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 19. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
une = Rane, Halifax,Gardener Halifax Pet Nov 15 


Boycr, F ppc Cross Keys, pm. om Draper Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 

Brows, and WALTER. ‘enous, Norwich, Shoe 
Manafactu Ord Nov 16 

CoLLInes, WILLIAM, Portland, Dorset, Licensed Victualler 
Dorchester Pet Nov , A Nov 17 aa i 

Epwa ALBERT, Aston, Birmingham, er Birming- 
ham Pet Nov 1 17 Ord Novi7 

FURNESS, JOHN, Merton, Surrey, Commercial Traveller 
Croydon Pet Nov 16 Ord ov 16 


E.ms, WILLIAM, 
Draper Nov 23 at 11 
Newport Mon 


Bank- 


ay, 


at 12 


APPLEYARD, Libourer 


on 
BRANAGAN, 
T 


Burton 


General 


GoBDON-ForBEs, CLAUDE, Chichester, Tailor Brighton 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

HARRIS, THOMAS Francis, West Malling, Kent, Working 
Upholsterer Maidstone Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

HAWTREE, CHARLES THOMAS, Tae Caterer Black- 
pool Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 

Hope@Etts, JoHN, Newent, Glos, Coal Merchant Gloucester 
Pet Nov 15 “Ord Nov 15 

JoNES, GEORGE EDWARD, Li , Yorks, G grocer 
Dews Pet Novl1é Ord Nee 16 

McKEVITT, BERNARD, Ringword, Souths: , Journey. 
men Baker Salisbury Pet Oct 26 rd Nov i 16 

NEWTON, BENJAMIN FIELDHOUSE, a Grimsby Great 
Grimsby Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 

rom ik -e J, ne Wilts, "Tailor Salisbury Pet 


RIDDEL, JOHN, den « aR Chester, Contractor Birken- 
head Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 16 

TILBURY, WILLIAM, Swallowfield, Berks, Baker Reading 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Towser, THOMAS BENJAMIN, Hove, Sussex, Domestic 
Machi Dealer Brighton Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

TURNER, HENRY EDW‘RD, Lavengro rd, West N 
Tubacco Dealer High ‘Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 15 

WELLER, FRANK GEORGE, Erdington, Warvick Birming- 
ham’ Pet Nov 15 Ori Nov 15 

WILKINS, CHARLES, St Mary's = ), ne, Baker Brent- 
ford Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 

WILKS, CHARLES, Kidderminster, _ Maker and Well 
Sinker Kidderminster Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


BAYLIS, FRANK, Halifax, Gardener Nov 26 at 19.15 
Cc © unty Couit House, Prescott st, Halifax 

BRANAGAN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Hazelgrove, ee Tea 
and ee Dealer Nov 26 at 11.15 
chm! é. Vernon st, ——— 

BROOKS, ALBERT, Bedford, Butc Nov 26 at 3.30 Halli- 
ley & Morrison, Mill Bedford 

CUMMINGS, RICHARD, N ptoo, Dyer Nov 27 at 12 
Off , The Parade, Northampton 

FURNESS, Joun, Merton, Surrey, Commercial Traveller 
Nov 26 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

GORDON-FORBES, CLAUDE, Chichester, Tailor ‘ Nov 26 at 2.30 

Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brightoa 
Llandudno Dec 1 Prince of 


1 at 2 
Wales’ Hotel, 
HARRIS, THOMAS FRANCIS, West Malling, Kent, Working 
Upholsterer Nov 26 at 11.30 2804, High st, 


scheater 

JACKSON, ALFRED, Far Cotton, Northampton, Tailor 
Nov 26at12 Off Rec, Tne Pa:ade, Northampton 

LAMBERT, JOHN, Worksop, General Dealer Nov 26 at 3 
of Ree, Figtree lp, Sheffield 

LAURENCE, JOHN EBBAGE, East Dereham, Norfolk, 
Butcher Nov 27 at 12 ff Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

—_ BENJAMIN FIELDHOUSE, Great Grimsby Nov 26 

u Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great y 

paren, Ep@ar Jouy, Salisbury, Tailor Nov26at2 Off 
Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

SHELTON, SAMURL Berry, Batley, Yorks, Baker Nov %6 
at ll Rec, Bank chmbrs Corporation st, Dewsbury 

THOMAS, Daven JouN, Lianelly, Motor Car Dealers Nov 
2ati2 Off Rec, 4, Que n st, Carmarthen 

TURNER, HENKY Epwakp, Lavengro r', West Norwood, 
Tobaczo Dealer Dec 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

WARWICK, olsen, Manchester, Cloth ~ am Nov 2% 
at 3 Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste 

WIBBERLEY, WILLIAM, Swansea, Baker Nov 27 atti 
Off Rec, Government bidgs, 8t Mary's st, Swansea 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
nena yeaee, Halifax, Garijener Halifax Pet Nov 15 


re jauea, Cross Ki Lem ge ee Draper 


eys 

rt, Mon Pet Nov 16 Ord N 

BROWN, JOHN, and WALTER Brown, Norwich, Shoe Manu- 
facturers Norwich Pet Nov16é Ord Nov 16 

COLLINGS, WILLIAM, Portland, Dorset, _ Victualler 
Dorchester Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov! 

EDWARDS, ALBERT, As 0%, M. LAY Baker Birming- 
7 ham > Bor 17 Oe & Nov 17 Commerc ee 
URNESS, JOHN jurrey, a ve 

Croydon Pet Novi6 Ord Nov 1 
GORDON-FORBES, CLAUDE, Chichester, Tailor Brighton 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
HARRIS, THOMAS FRANCIS, West Malling, Kent. Working 
Upholsterer Maidsteve Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
HopeGErTTs, — Newent, Glos, Coal Merchant Glouces 
ter Pet Novis Ord Nov is 
Jonrs, GEorGE Epwarp, Li versedes, a Greengrocer 
wabury Pet Nov i6 Ord N 
LEVISON, FRANK VERNER, Park ‘ Marble Arch High 
Court Pet Oct 7 Novi 
NEWTON, BENJAMIN guasnewen, a Grimsby Great 
Grimsby PetNov13 Ord Nov 1 
THOMAS, — 4 JOHN, Lianelly, Motor Car Dealer Car 
marther Oct 28 13 
THOMAS, Lours ry Victoria “ot High Court Pet 
Sept 3 Ord Nov 
TILBuRY, WILLIAM, Swailowheld, Berks, Baker Reading 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
Domestic 


TOWNER, THOMAS BENJAMIN, Hove, Sussex, 
| md Dealer Brighton Pet Nov15 Ord 


wiles, Ran GEORGE, Redington, Warwick Birming- 
ham Pet Nov15 Ord N 

WILKINS, CHARLES, St. "Mary, Ealing, Baker Brent 
ford Pet Nov 15 

WILKS, CHARLES, Kidderminster, Pump Maker and Well 
Sinker Kidderminster Pet Novis Ord Nov 15 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Hay, 'Rosert, Finningley, ‘Notts, Coal Dealer Sheffield 





Adj Sept 24, 1910 Annul Nov 1), 1915 





rney- 
Great 
Pet 


tken- 


ading 





